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*Introductioh

) -

The Triple T Infant Consortium (Teaching Texas Tots - ‘Texas Con-

\ ’ s : .
sortium for Handicapped Infants) was formed ih May 1976 and has assumed

L3

an advocacy roll for handicapped infants in the State of Texas. A -major

goal of the tonsortium is the establishment of free and appropriate educa-

tional programs for handicapped infants. - The purposes of thé Consortium

A

are as follows: _ Y ¥
ot \ 1. To, Tncrease the awareness of the importance of intervention

programs for handicapped infants. . .

2. To provide an overview of the state of the art in infant program-
1 ming, including program mode]s, research outcomes, and legisla-
tive trends.

~

3. To develop future directions fof programs for handicapped infants.

.

The major focus of the Consortium is handicapped infants and todd{ers aged
-~ . ) birth through two years. ! : )

_ The founding members of the Consortium basically cthisted of Texas
early intervention projects funded either by the Texas Eduéatjon Agency
_or the Handiqapped Chi]dren's"Ear]y Education Program (HCEEP) administered

by the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped in the former U. S. Off1cef

of Educat1on Today the membership in the Consort1um is open to any per-"
son involved or interested 1n early intervention for handicapped children.

The Consort1um membership represents a w1de range of institutions: includ-

I

ing state centers for mentally retarded people, public schools, private

/ »
and nonprofit service agencies, community centers, special proaects,
4
[ 4
and other service providers. .
J .

~
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Background for the Study *

The Triple T Infant Consortium Followup study was the second research
) effort undertaken by the Consortium The first research studyu comp]eted
_in 1978 described serv1ces prov1ded by member projects and reported cost
figures for early intervention for handicapped infants and toddiers (Macy
:Research Assoc1ates, 1978). The study conc]uded that proJect intervention
improved deve]opmenta] progress of handicapped children. Like the first
research study, this second effort sought to provide information about

the impact of early intervention which could be useful for policy formation
in the area of special service for handicapped infantsnand‘toddiers.

‘ Research reported within the last several'years has supported the con- /
clusion that early intervention for handicapped children is effective.
Bricker and Bricker’ (1972) and PRillips and Ba]thazar (1979) found that
without Jntervention, 1anguage development” in severe]y handicapped chil-
.'dren de}eriorated over time. Other researchers reported finding a con-
sistent trend downward in developmental progress of retardgihnfants and
children, when intervention was not provided (Cornwell and Birch, 1969;
Dicks-Mireaux, 1972; Carr, W70). .-

« The primary focus of the current foi]owup study was on the serv1ce
placement of ipfants and toddlers after*graduation or exit from early
intervention. MaJor.questions regardingtfollowup service placement con-
cerned the Tocation or institution providing service, if any, and the )f
type of service placement psed for servicefdelivery. For example, how

many early intervention graduates *went on tofattend a public school?

How many of these were enrolled in a self-contained special education

c]assroomf‘(




‘proaects in terms of. cost per ch11d (Macy Research Associates, 1978, p.110).

A secondary focus of the cur}ent study was the cost of early inter-
vention for handicapped.infants and toddlers. Méjor questiong in the
cost portion of. the study dealt with estimates of the;annua] cost per child
and the extent of personne] resources per child.. Previous research in
Texas concerning the cost of early intervention found that the median

annual (12 months) cost per child was $2,272, ‘with great var1ab111ty among

Cost f1gures from a nat1ona1 samp]e of seven projects 14 the Nat1ona1 Dif-
o .

fug1on Network (NDN) indicated . that the median annual cost per child was

$1,995 (Far West taboratory for Educat1ona] Research "and Deve]opment, 1979,

pp. 5-8, 5-35, 5-37, 10-19, 10-21, 1-25, ]D -29).

?

The Bolitica] context of early intervention for handicapped infants
and todd]ers in Texas emphasized the importance of 'the followup study.

Both ]ay and professional opinion had been growing in recent times, and

there was strong support for early 1ntervent1on Recent legislation had
mandated special services for blind and deaf children from birth o ward

while special services for other hand1capﬁed ch11dren were mandated at

“_age three years.

. = ‘ ot ol
Proposed legislation addressing special services for birth through

two handicapped children (and‘perhaps more generglly birth through five - -
years) was expeated to come before the next session of the Texas'legisla-

ture, and Trip]e T Cohéortium members hoped that thii\j;:dy would provide

o

timely and important 1nput to po]1cy formation at the state ]eve] A e

- recent ser1es of public hearings held by an 1nter1m study committee of

Pl

Lthe Texas Senate provided an added forum ‘for advecacy and Jnput, and ,

4

pub11c -interest and 1nVo1vement were high. . -
T A
’

o~
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Partieipating Projectd

v . .
The early intervention projects invited‘to participate ir the study

were those represented by the'membership in the Triple T Consortium. As

‘determined from the Consortium memb ship files, members represented 20
early intervention projects. The Consortjum president sent an advance let-
ter to members explaining the nature_ of. the Study and encouraging members

to participate. Announcement of the study was publicized also in the

L7777 77 I/ 1TTIT1T7777777777777777777 111117 S LI /1 L1 L1121 1L IS LA LTI L VA 1L 117111 s

" "THE EARLY INTERVENTION PROJECTS INVITED TO PARTICIPATE

¢ IN THE STUDY WERE THOSE REPRESENTED BY MEMBERSHIP IN THE
TRIPLE T CONSORTIUM.” .
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Consortium's newsletter, the Circuit writer. Researchers talked with
personnel froﬁ 19 of the 20 potential brojects,to explain details of the
- study and to verify p%rtieipation in the study. (Gne project” director
cou]d not be reached within a reasonable time per1od ) ’ \
A total of 16 of 19 prOJects contacted (84%) agreed to part1c1pate,4

and the following lists these by 10cat1on and name:

Ab11ene . " West Texas Rehabilitation Center
Amarillo - ° Stpte Cen'ter for Human' Development, MHMR
Austin ‘. Infant Parent Program, MHMR - ’

_ porpusLChris‘ti Bay to Bay Infant Project, MHMR

* Dallas B | CaT11er Center ‘

T“ Dal 1as ", Project FIND, DARC R

Dallas " “Project KIDS, Dallas ISD
Farmers quhch “~  special Care School '




Project TASK, Tarrant Co. Easter Sea] SOC]th
Pro;ect PIP, Garland ISD‘

Harr1s €0. MHMR
Project FALTH, Longview ISD" K
: Family Link, Texas TeEh University
Lubbock DEBT Project, Lubbock ISD
Richardson - - Richardson Deve1opment Center
P

Silsbee Project SEARCH, Silsbee ISD

/

" Inspection of the 16 projects sampled showed that four were operated within

-

‘mental hea]th/mental retardation (MHMR) centers, under the ausplces of the

Texas Department of Menta] Hea]th/Menta] Retardation, and f1ve werﬁ)operated

in independent "school d1str1cts (ISD), under the auspices of the Texas Edu-
cation Agency The rema1n1ng seven were operated by either pr1vate centers

or nonprofit organizations. A1l prOJects were 1nvo]yed act1ve1;_in°servicé\
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“A ToTAL oF 16 oF 19 PROJECTS CONTACTED (84%) AGREED TO
PARTICIPATE... )
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de]iveﬁy to the birth through two-year handicapped population’. Severa]

iProjects also provided for services after age three years, as well.
'Sampled projects were selected nonrandomly from the population,of

Texas infant projects, and the sample (N=16) included about 20% of al]

such projects in ‘the State. More than'one-half the sahp]ed'projects pro- .

vided services for eleven or twelve months of the }ear, wnile the 18%st

,'number of months of service provided was nine.’ The typical number of

—_—

months of service dvailable for the MHMR projects was 12 months, with 10

R

2
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months for the ISD projects. Service avaif i]ity for the remaining pro-
" jects ranged from 9 to 12 months. The numbers™Qf children served (1979-80)

ranged from 9 to 390, and the median number servg§§§as;41‘chilqren.

A major consideration in research ts\the issueépf genera]izeabi]ity

'X
A

ting 02/§1tuat1on have

Research resu]ts wh1ch are unique to a part1cu1ar se
'11m1ted value, and resu]ts are useful to a w1der aud1e'ce if they are re]e-
vant beyond the time and setting of.the original study\: While the decision

to generalize results is ‘the respons1b111ty of the conslher of research

it is the researcher S respons1b111ty to describe the st%dy so that the'con-
sumer hae the 1nformation necessary for inte]]igent,geheralization. Accord-
ingly, Table 1 reports descriptive information about the projects' sponsoring ,

-

agencies in terms of the number served, age range served, months of service, «

- staff size, and total budget Since the study sampled a significant pro-

portion (20%) of the popu]at1on of infant projects in Texas, and since the

sample represented‘a wide range of sponsor agencies, the sample was considered
M ~

fair and reasonable.

’ -

@

Data Collection Procedures

<

Data cellectidn in the study ipcluded two single-page.survey forms.
One form solicited descriptive cost: information about the participating
project, and the second asked for followup information on 1nd1v1dua1 chil-

dren. The'ﬁrbend1x includes a spec1men set of forms and standard instruc-

; tions to participants.

A\l

The Cost Analysis Form requested information about direct personnel

costs in terms of the types of personnel pos1t1ons and the percent of

“time comm1tted to birth through two children. Additionally, the cost form
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Tabtle 1

Descriptive Data for Agencies Sponsoring
Sampled Early Intervention Projects

»
|

Agency .
Type Project

. s

Number Served (1979 80) " Months of* Staff Size

Birth + - Service | (all ages

.2 yrs. 3-22 yrs. 23 Yrs. (0-2 yrs.) Professiona1'Parapnofessiona]

Total
Budget
(al ages)

. MHMR

10
1
12
13
14.
15
16,

'35 4,000‘

390 2,210 |
Cg - 0
s - g 0 -

9 32 5 10
5
0
0

45 116 469 12 - 46
10 . - - 12 sa - 108
6 - 56 . 125 . : 4 a
284 - e - . 259

85 10,706 0 804

0 Sowe 207

13~ 782 0 y 60,

202 4,2000 " . | 0 C g

22 . 444 0 24
0

56
13
4
180 60 * 46
23 0 :
15 1N

16,
%5
2°

s 2,185, 031,
332,5173
82,3127
600,000°

15,785,305
4,625,000-
1,000, 000,

95, OOO
609,500

2,245,000-
277,218
83,000
301,000
1,100, OOO
83, 778
110,000°

Reported f1gures were 11m1ted to birth to 2-year children.

Value may have been in error, since it was less than the total annual personne] costs computed
for project #3 (Tab]e 27).

Popu]at1on served was birth to 3 years, réther than b1rth to 2 years.

dvaate Nonprof1t

ﬁ
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asked for descriptive information about the agency sponsor1hg the partici-

pat1ng prOJect in terms of number and/age of c11ents served, number of months

\ -

.
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~ "Data COLLECTION IN THE STUDY INCLUDED...COST INFORMATION
ABOUT THE PARTICIPATING PROJECT AND...FOLLOWUP INFORMATION ON- —
INDIVIDUAL CHILDREN." ~
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of service per year, staff size, and total budget.
‘ In addition to the cost form, d;fé collection iné]uded a éhi]d Followup
Study Sheet for each child for whom fo11;wup was attempted. Directions to
projects spec{fied the completion of a followup sheet for each child who met
the following criteria. .

1. Received at least: six months of continuous 1ntervent1on at some
time during his or her enrollment in the prOJect

<

' 2. Was three years or older a! of September 1, 1980 and therefore’

was too old to have been e11gzb1e for a b1rth through two pro-

gram or setting. , )
The criteria for followup g]igibi1ity allowed sefection of any éhi1d served .
at any time in ;hg history of a project, assumihg six-months of continuous
service and the spécified age limitation. Six months was selected as a
minimum ]en;th of treatmené necessary for.somé'degree of i?tervention effect.
The length of treatment ‘for individual children (i.e., duration of project
enrollment) was not collected in order to-minimize the data collection task.
Leﬁgth of treatment was assumed to have been a random effect and to have
had no significant variatién among projects. In other words, the assumption
was that no siqg]e project”or_group of projécts was more 1ike1y.§o attempt

followup for children who were significantly differdnt from other children

in terms of length of treatment.




A]]fpanticipatifg projecfs received a standard set of data forms and
dnéiru&tions for completion. As noted previously, projecfs'were contacted
by @e]ephone,”and these‘mateyia]s,were discussed at this time: Instructions
regéfding tne followup portion of the study directed personnel to perform

three basic steps. These were:

1. Identify-al] children who meet the criteria for followup eligibility.

2. Determine the whereabouts of the above children and 1dent1fy
serV1ces current]y be1ng received.

3. Complete a Ch1)d Followup Study Sheet for each of the above chil-
- dren. --

.

Since the followup sheet allowed for 1nformat1on ranging from unknown to
complete p]acement descr1pt1on, the extent of comp]eteneis “in the fo]]owup
sheets varied across children. A1l information on the followup sheet was

reported anonymously. - ¢ : \-

¢

Two major information items contained in the‘Ch11d Fo]]owup Study

)

. Sheet. were the date of ex1t'from the project and the followup status. The

%

_date of exit from the prOJect was recorded in terms. of month and year,

and "was .taken as the date of eather exit or graduation from the project. '
No criteria were, defined for prOJect graduation, and the term graduat1on -

was' assumed to have been synonymous with the/term prOJect exit. The follow-

; up status included four categories: unknown moved out of area, deceased,

and 1ocated{\ If followup status was equal to any of the first three
categories, no add1:%ona1 information was collected for the child. When
a chi]d was 1ocated the followup sheet requested information about the
date of the current or last known placement, place of serV1ce and type

of service p]acement sex, ethnicity, handicapping cond1t1ons, and funct1ona1

1mpa1rment

-,




If a project served children three years and older, determination of’
the whereégoﬁts of children for'followup was no doubt easier, since many
‘children were likely in the same project. In these cases,;the current pro-
ject placememt was the_fo]]owup placement for thoﬁé;children who had graduated
from the birth through two compénent of the projgct. ‘ =
Budget for the study did not allow for on-sité visitation and data col-
lection, so data collection procedures relied necessarily-onthe assistance ¢

and cooperatioﬁ of project.personnel. Accord1ng]y, the des1gn of the study’

attempted to define that data which would be most useful from a ‘research per-

spective but still would be‘within the resources and commitments of partici- -

pating projects. Therefore, some.data which would have been useful, such as ~

‘ .
/II/I////I//////IZ[[[IIZ[[[IL(/I////I////////I//I//I/II/I/II/I//I/II/I//I////I/I//l////l//////II/II//I//IIIIII/II/I/ /I/IIIII/II/IIIW/IIIIIIII/I/ /777738

f "+ THE- DESIGN OF AHE STUDY ATTEMPTED TO DEFINE THAT DATA :
WHICH WOULD BE MOST USEFUL FROM A RESEARCH PERSPECTIVE BUT STILL

_ WOULD BE WIngN THE RESOURCES AND COMMITMENTS OF PARTICIPATING
PROJECTS .’

date of birth, length of treatment, or more detailed descriptions of service

placements of thé children followed, were not collected in order, to keep - -

the data collection task within acceptéble limits. - ' - =
Results of Followup

This section of the document describes resu]ts of the followup of

eé?]y intervention graduates relative to success in locating children. It

includes also a demography of located children and descriptions of place of

service and types of service placement experienced by early intervention
roo

10

graduates.
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FolTowup Success Rate

Personnei in fifteen of the sixteen sgmpled projects attempted to

- followup children who had graduated (or ex1ted) prev1ously from their
project. One project opted not to prov1de fo]]owup ‘data because of staff
11m1tat1ons and time constraints. \»

The first step for each projeEt was to ideﬁtify those thildren who
met tme criteria for\followup, and the second step was to determine the
whereabouts of -those children and to identify the services being provided.
Teb]e 2 reports the number of children eligible for followup and, the num-
ber for whom followup was attempted. These data show that a total of
1,204 children met the fo]lowpp criteria end that followdp was attempted

“for 1,044 of these children (87%). Footnotes to Tab1e-2 also indicate
the restr1ct1ons reported by se]ected\proaects for determining the popu]a—
ation for attempted followup. '

Further inspection of Table 2 shows that twelve of the fifteen pro-

jeétE_“ft

projects attempted

d followup for 100% of the eligible populations.. Thé JSD

owup on all eligible children, and the MHMR pro-
Jects attempted followup on Q% of those eligible within. their projects.

’

. s
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" ,.A TOTAL bF 1,204 CHILDREN MET THE FOLLOWUP CRITERIA
AND THAT FOLLOWUP WAS ATTEMPTED FOR 1,044 oF THESE CHILDF‘EN
{87%)," - g ' '

S * -
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Of the 1,044 ch11dren for whom followup was attempted, the ISD projects {ﬁ

accounted for 49% (N=517), and the MHMR projects accounted for 36% ‘(N=375)w
| The private or nonprof1t (PNP) proaects accounted for only 15% of

the total attempted fo]]owup population. As indicated in Table 1, most




N

Table 2 -

i

Number of Children Invo]véﬁ in Fo]]owup\“

Agency ' Met Eligibjlity  Attempted ercent
Type Project Criteri{;» Follo Attempted

bPopu]atmn 11m1ted to most recent three years.
Random]y se]ected from the e11g1b1e popu]at1on

dSamp]e restr1cted to most 1mmed1ate and .accessible files.

« v

Popu]at1on 11mited to most recent year\\-:' ~L

E. .
. 25 \‘,/25 100
MHMR 2 207 . 207 100
3 ) 59, T~ 89 100
4 1752 84 48
. Subtotal’ 466 ‘ 375 : 80%
) 5 . 108 108 100
6 74 74 100
ISD 7 63 . " 63 100
8 200 200 100
9 72 72 100
Subtotal - 517 517 100%
q4 . , << .
\ ]0 - b ¢ <
o 58 58 < <100
PNP 12 v 32 32, 100
13 40 .16 40
14 29 ' 29d’ 100
15 = 50, 7 14
16 10 10 100
&y Subtotal . 222 182 68%
Total . 1,204 < 1,044 87%
k , )
T Y
“'§Reported number was 150-200. . c -




. '/
- of these proJects 11m1ted their e]1g1b]e followup population to very

R 'recent years or sampled from the- e]:g1b]e population. -

Results of followup showed that gersonnel were ab]e to locate about
78% of those children for whom followup was attempted. This was 819 chil-
dren out of the 1,044 attempted. _-About 8%~§ad,moved out' of the proJect 'S
area, 2% were deceased, and the whereabouts of 12% were unknown. Table 3
reports these data and shows that fo]]owup results were- remarkab]y con-
sistent across the type of agency sponsoring each proaect especially in~
. terms of the percent 1ocated ] '

Table 3 shows also that the percent located ranged from 54.1% to

100.0% across proJects, and the correlation between the number attempted ,
-~

for followup and the percent located was - 04 wh1ch 1nd1cated no relation-
ship. The absence of a relationship between number attempted for followup

,and the percent located suggested that the number“of children selected for

. I
* I/I//I/I/I///I////////I//I/I////////I///////I/////////I//////////////////I///I/I/I//I///I///I//////////////////I//////I//II/IIIII//III/I/I//I/IIIIII/I
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,

"RESULTS OF FOLLOWUP SHOWED THAT-PERSONNEL WERE ABLE TO
LOCATE ABOUT 78% OF THOSE CHILDREN FOR WHOM~FOLLOWUP WAS AT-
+  TEMPTED...83 HAD MOVED,, .ZZ/WERE DECEASED. . . 12Z WERE UNKNOWN, "

v
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A

fo]]owup did not affect followup success. - Presumably, a%”ér factors ‘such

. 9

as accuracy of project records and ambition of staff determined success
e in locating proJect graduates The interested reader may conqut Table 4

for a report of fo]]owup results in terms of numbers of' children.

A maJor issue in the conducting: of any fol]owup study is the success
of locating members in the intended population. In fo1]owup studies of
high school graduates, it is not uncommon ‘to exper1ence success rates of .

-30% or eveh\lower In the current study, 78.4% were lTocated, and 2.2% yere
. . ] .
L g . . : -
13 . )
)

<1
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< Ny
able 3
., Followup Results in Terms
< ¢ of Percent,Attempted ,
PR * .
' . ' Followup Status
-Agency - " Number ¢ Moved Qut ™ . .
Type'\ Project Attempted Located - of @req . Deceased Unknown
s s - Y -
1 25 88.0% ° 0.0% 0.0% » 12.0% .
MHMR 2 207 77.8% 12.6% 6.3% 3.4%
) 3 59 . 91.5% 5,1% 0.0% 3.4%
4 84 . 60 7% 0.0% 1.2% _ 38.1%
Subtotal - 355 76.8 7.7 3.7 n.
5 108 69.42 * 17.1% 2.8, - 16.7%
6 74 54.1% .27.0% - 0.0% 18.9%
1sD 7 ) 63 82.5% 3.2% ° 6.3% 7.9%
8 200 - . 98.5% - 1.0% . 0.5% 0.0
- 9. . 712 66.7% . 12.5% 1.42 % 19.4%
. Subtotat 517 ‘ 79.7 8.7 1.7
. ‘ . & B .
T 10 - . o v
n 58 82.8% . 6.9% 0.0% - 10.3% .
. . . 12 32 ~68.8% - 9.4% - 0.0% . 9%
“. " PNP . " 13 16 75.0¢ - 0.0% . 0.0% 25.0%
. . 14 29 . .69.0% 0.0% . 0.0% 31.0%
15 7 *100.02 - 0.0%- 0.0% 0.0
, _ 16 - 10 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0
{ Subtotal - 152 78.3 - 4.6 0.0 7.
.+ Total. 1,044 84 7.8 2.2 1.
’ v - ' _‘l [ , e
. , . . SR
r- S, ’
£ " »
- N . . ) ‘*
< * 4
A ’ .
¢ ' * . .
o - Bl ‘




_Table 4
Followup Results in Tepms of Numbers
of Children (N=1,044)

~—

v

4

'Agency - B " Moved Out . - ‘
Type Project Located -  ‘of Area . Deceased Unknown

N
MHMR .

v

L. 2

1
2 . 161
-3 54

4 ! 51

Subtotal ?

40
52
197

! R 48
Subtotal

0 . /-
1] . 48
. 22

12

20

7

10
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.deceased for a total of 80.6%. These resu]ts revea]ed one benef1t to /{.'
conduct1ng followup of early 1ntervent1on The graduates can be located. <

(
One’ wou]d of. course expect early 1ntervent1on graduates to have been

\

more access1b1e for followup since the Opt1ons fotlowing graduatﬁon were
great]y restricted, especially when compared to h¥gh school or adu]t poe-
grams. Results from the current study provided at 1east one est1mate of

the expected success rate in early 1ntervent1on fo]]owup study. A 99%
conf1dence 1nterva1 computed about the observed success rate of 81% (1nc1uded

‘percent TOcated and percent deceased) ranged from 84% to 78%, and other re-

searchers might expect comparab]e;followup success rates

’

The conf1dence interval for the fo]]owup success rate (81%) was com-

’

puted according to the method descr1b$d by Hays (1963, p.291), where the
interval was equal to P+ 2.58\455Gra The 1nterpretat1on of such ay
interval {s that if 100 samples of. N=1 044 were“to be drawn random]y from
the hypothet1ca] p0pu1at1on random]y sampled by the current study, and if

a confidence interval were to be computed similarly for each samp]e 99 of ¢

(S

the 100 1ntervals would conta1n theprrcent of located or deceased ch11drén/

A}

in the hypothet1ca1 popu]at1on. . ' !

—

One obvious explanation fér the high followup siccess encountered in
¢ ! -
T_,,// this study was the continuity of intervention across birth through ela- ¢

- mentary sohool If the child's fam1]y continued to reside w1th1n a pro-

'

ject's area, e1ther the family or maJor serv1ce prov1ders cou1d be con-
tacted to determ1ne’a child's whereabouts Several projects or sponsoring .
-

agencies included in the current s tudy prov1ded services across,thé birth
A ! - N ;. b '

~ . -

‘

3% = the proportion of children in a pub11c or paroch1a1 school, and.
Q = the remaining proportion; N = 802, tota] children and 2.58 is
the z- va]ue associated w1th the probab111ty of .01 under the norma] curve.
1&*g o ‘
Qo " ‘ ‘)4\ . -
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. to six- year~age range, and so.followup was espec1a11y easy for those chil-

dren who had.cont1nued in the prOJect after "graduating" from the birth
. through two component. ~

- » ‘ ‘ . ‘ ‘ .

‘
‘”FOR MORE THAN THREE FOURTHS OF THE CHILDREN, FOLLOWUP

TOOK PLACE WITHIN THREE YEAR 136 MONTHS) AFTER PRO/JECMV

/I/I/// l/////////////////////////////////////////////////////I// ////////////I///IIIII//I//II//II/////I/I/III/IIIIIIII/II/IIIIIII/IIII/II/III/IIIIIII
1

“Another factor influencing success of followup was the time since
! ' \-—-_“‘

e;it/from the project: ,Presumably, fo]]owup of children ten or fifteen

years’ after exit from a project would be 1ess successful than followup

ae

conducted shortly after project exit. Ana]ys1s of reported datas of
exit for 985 of.the 1 044 for whom followup was attempted (94%) found that
" followup was conducted within"a few years after proJect ex1t For more

~

A than three fourths of the ch11dren, followup, tOQk p]ace w1th1n three years
(36 months) after project exit. Tab]e 5 reports the oercent of children
fol]owed in terms.of the number of months since project exit.

Table 6 presents the median date of eéit for followed -children and
the number of nonths from time of fo]]owup‘to the median'exit date. These
data showed some differenceé,between the 'unknown or moved' chi]dren and
the 'located or deceased children'’ 1n terms of time between fo]]owup and

. project exit. In the ISD and PNP. proJects, the time from followup to
median exit date was somewhat less for.'located or deceased' children;
but there was no ‘simi}a{ differenes for MHMR projects. However, the

maximum time from followup to exit was consistently greater for- 'located

or deceased' children. .

Information given in Table 6 showed also that ohildren followed by

" the ISD projggts had been out of a projeef,longer than had'chfldren fol-
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Table 5-
Percent of Children Followed “in Terms &
of Number of Months Since Project Exit |
. : ¢ . - =% %‘
™ Unknown or Moved Out of Area Located or Deceased j
Agency Mo Ehs | _ : Monthss.
'.l'ype N. 12 24 36 48 .. 60 . N 12 24 36
MMR - T2 28t - 43 8 6 |15, 300 3% 3 1
. ) \\ . ] :- ! N
ISD 75 9% 20 24 43 » 4 ™ 388 34% 1§.‘ 18
PP 32 65 44 4 6 3 17 391 ' 28 .» 23
! : / : i . . . .
/ - ‘ *- %
* s ‘ R PR .
\ 2 - !
) ’ \ ' d , 0\
~<_
~ . =~ O w
26




. Table 6 .

Median Dates of Exit and Mgnths from Exit
’ to Fo11owup

\

22N ' : . -
[ N ) i
___Unknown or Moved Out of Area ’ Located or Deceased

Agency Median Months from Exit to Followup Median Months from Exit to Followup
Type N Exit Date . Mediam Maximum Minimum N Exit Date Median Maximum Minimum
MR 72 July 79 15 99 2 301 July 79 16 73 1
ISD 75 Nov 77;' 34 57 3 388 May 78 28 83 1
PP 32 Aug 78 ° 25 9 - 7 117 June 79 15 58" 1

%ate of followup was assumed to have been constant for all projects, even though actual dates T
var1ed by one or perhaps two months. . ’
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“lowed by MHMR or PNP.projects. In the case of the PNP projects, an ex-

planation for- th1s difference was read1]y apparent s1nce three of these

six projects ‘1imited their followup to the most recent previous years,

)
-
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" CHILDREN FOLLOWED BY ISD PROJECTS HAD BEEN OUT OF
A PROJECT LONGER THAN HAD CHILDREN FOLLOWED BY MHMR or PNP
PROJECTS.”

-
.
v
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and two of the remaining projects did not begin services until after

the fall of 1977.

A

‘An explanation for the observed difference between MHMR and ISD
&
projects in terms of the time between followup and project exit was
. 4
not immediately evident. Four of the five ISD projects began in the

fall-of 1975, and the fifth project began one year earlier. The oldest

ISD project (1974) contributed 39% of the ISD children for whom ISD pro-
jects attempted fo]]owup._'One MHMR project began ia the fall of 1973,
‘and this project contributed 55% of the children for 'whom MHMR projects
attempted followup. Hogever, a seiond and third MHMR project did not ,

begin until the summer of 1976 and spring of 1977. The fourth project:;e
-which contribyted 22% of the children for whom MHMR projects attempted

- .
followup, opted to followup children from only the most. recent two years.

These results did not indicate that ISD and MHMR projects differed in
te;ms of longevity of service, and there was no clear exp]anat1on why

'the time between fo]]owup and-project exit was ]ess for MHMR projects.

t
»

Demography ‘of Children Located in Followup
One critical ptecé of.informatjon necessary for generalization of

results is a description of the subject population. The.subjects to be




described in the current study were the 819 ch11dren located by the follow-

SR — e C e e~

up; There was no attempt to col]ect descr1pt1ve information for all the
children.who met the followup eligibility criteria (N=1,204) or even for
a]l those for whom fo]]owup was attempted (N 1,044), so as to reduce the
burden of data collection Qn.gert1c1pat1ng projects (see footnotes to .
Tabte 2). |

0f the 819 children located by the. followup, the information about
the gender of the children was reported for 785 (96%) children and about
the ethnicity for 772 (94%) children. Table 7 reports the gender informa-
tion in terms of number and percent of children, and these data Fevealed
that 55% (N=431) of the children located were male. While tte percent
male was very consistent across the type of sponsor agency, the peicént-
male ranged from 40% to 66%Jacross individual projects.-

Information regarding ethnicity ef located children is reported in
Table 8, and these dat? show that overall 51% of located chi]eren were of

Anglo ethnicity. Of the remaining children, 20% were Black, 28% were

‘ Hispanic, and 1% was of other -ethnic background. Across -individual pro-

jects, the pércent Anglo ranged from 24% to 100%, percent Black ranged from .

. -
/////////////I/I//I/I/////I////////I//////////////////I/III//I///IIIII/I/I/I/////III/I/I/II/I//IIIIII/III/IIII///I/I/I///IIIIIIIIIIII/II/I/IIIII//II/

"+ \REVEALED THAT 55% (N=U31) OF THE CHILDREN LOCATED
WERE MALE...51%7 OF LOCATED CHILDREN WERE OF ANGLO ETHNICITY
v++20% WERE BLACK...28% WERE HISPANIC...."

.
I;’f////II//I//I/////I/II/I/I/I/I//I///I/I//I////I//////I///////I////I///I////////I/III/////////////////////////I////// QL LT 27777202 077272227,
A

0% to 65% and percent Hispanic ranged from 0% to 743.
Information about the primary hand1capp1ng cond1t1on was reported

for 793 of the 819 1ocated children (97%). These data indicated that

hd

" mental retardatiqn, Tanguage delay, developmental delay, and orthopedic

[ 4

21




Gender of Children Located in Followup

. " Table 7

Agency :, N ] Male ,* Female -
Type Project Total N ¥ N )
N 1 22 10 ' 45.5 12 54.5
o 2 ..153 . 86 56.2 67 43.8
MHMR 3 - 54 26 48.1 28 51.9
4 47 31 66.0 16 34.0
_ Subtotal 276 153 §5.4 " 123 44.6
‘ 5 68 39 57.4 20 ‘42.6
6 40 22 55.0 _ 18 45.0
ISD \ 7 - 51 26 51.0 25 49.0
8 2189 107 56.6 82 43.4
9 48 24 50.0 24 50.0
Subtotal 396 « 218 55.1 178 44-9
10 - \
1 46 27 58.7 19 41.3
PNP 12 > 20 8 40.0 12 60.0
13 12 6 50.0 6.  50.0
14 18 9 °50.0 9 50.0
15 7 4 57.1 3 42.9
16 :\J0 6 0.0 4 . 40.0.
Subtotal © N3 53.1 53 46 .9
Total 785 431 54.9 354 45.1
9
:: r
¥
-~
i 22 o
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Table 8
“—MMW%WMup 3
, N
Agency . Anglo Black Hispanie Other
- "Type Total N 3 N 3 N 3 N A
MIMR 276 117 42.4 4 15.9 14 4.3 1 0.4
“1IsD 385 201 52.2 97 25.2 84 2.8 3 0.8
PNP 1 76 68.5 17 15.3 17 15.3 1 0.9
Total 772 394 .51.0 158 .20.5 215 27.8 -5 0.6
' T~
* *-
. ’ -
3 O~
?“ A
Pr
23
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o,

handicap accounted for about three-fourths of all perary handicaps.

TabTe 9 describes the Tocated children in terms of pr1mary hand1cap fﬁ:

»

>

spection of Table 9 reveals cons1derab1g variabiiity»across individual

projects. ' - T '
% . . - -
The variability among projects in terms of primary handicap:could

have been due to several factors, one of which could have been mere sam-

pling variation. Another faZtor could have been variability in appraisal/ \S'

Placement criteria. The classification of developmental delay was one area

s *» -1
n - -
THE' VARIABILITY- AMONG PROJECTS IN TERMS OF PRIMARY

HANDICAP COULD HAVE BEEN DUE TO SEVERAL FACTORS...”"

-
(Ll //////I//II/II/////I//I////I/I/////II/////If////I////////////’///I/'/I/I//I/III/I/I/I//I/IIII////II/I/I///III///III//II//II///I/II//II/II//
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+

where there cou]% ha;e been coﬁsiderah]e variability among.projééts, since
the definition of developmenia] delay was not wéll standardized among pro-
fessiona]s. In some cases, project service models emphasized one or a
few hhndicapping condiiions, and this accounted for some of the observed
variability. - This was more typ1ca11y true for the PNP projects and likely ’
not true for the ISD projects, wﬁﬁ%h wereﬁynder +state and federal mandates
to provide a full range of serv1c3 i ;: :;Eyéﬁg%
' Fo]loWup results showed also tﬁ&%‘many Tocated children possessed
mul tiple” @and1capp1ng conditions. These children had one or more handicaps
in addition to the primary handicapping condition. Table 10 shows that
the number of located children with multiple handicaps (N=504) was Gh% of
all children located:in the SolTowup.

Computation of the percent.ef multiply handicapped children
located by each project shoyed_great variability among projects.

¢ R e !
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Table 9

. Primary. Handicap. of Located Children
in Terms of Percent of Total?

Agency Total Primary Héﬁdicapb \
Type . Project Located MR LDL DD ORTHO OHI
‘ , v
1 22 59.1 0 18.2 13.6 0
MHMR 2 160 1.9 6.3 70.0 8.8 4.4
T 3 54 1.1 - 1.9 68.5 13.0 .0
I 49 46.9 18.4 -30.6 2.0 0
Subtotal 285 15.8 7.0 58.9 8.8 2.5
5 ~ 64 39.1 12.5 10.9 12.5 ‘\00.9
6 40 42.5 27.5 5.0 12.5 7.5
ISD 7 52 50.0 11.5 1.9 21.2 - 0
: 8 188 18.1  17.0 202  >2.2  18.1
9 48 6.3 1 16.7 29.2 0.0 8.3
Subtotal <392 26.8 16.6 15.8 12.0 12.2
v 10 - . ) B
N 48 0 0 6.3 0 0
. 12 19 89.5 0 10.5 0 0
PNP 13 12 58.3 0 33.3 0 0
14 20 0 0 15.0 20.0 0
15 7 . 42.9 0 28.6 28.6 0 -
16 10 20.0 40.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Subtotal 116 25.0 3.4 - 12.9 6.0 0.9
Total 793¢ 22.6 N.2 - 30.9 10,0 7.1
aTable 9 is continued on the next page. . .
b . ! ]
MR = mental retardation -
LDL = language delay
DD = developmental delay
ORTHO = orthopedic -
OHI = other health impairment

I d

.cTotal fs less than 819 due to missing handicap ipformation.
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. Table 9 (Cont'd.) T iigr"s

Agency “ Total Primary Héndicap (Cont'd.)?

Type Project Located HI . VH ED "AU OTH
) 1 22 9.1 0 0 .0 0
MHMR 2 160 0 8.1 0 0.6 0
3 54 3.7 1.9 0 0 0
4 49 0. 0 0 2.0 0
Subtotal 285 1.4 4.9 0 0.7
5 64 4.7 6. 1.6 0 1.6
6 40 2.5 2.5 0 0 0
ISD 7 52 . 11.5 3.8 0 0 0
8 188 5.9 3.2 1.6, 0 3.7
9 48 2.1 0 0 0 37.5
Subtotal 392 5.6 3.3 1.0° .+ 0
10 - :
11 48 93.8 0 0 0 0
12 19 0 0 .0 0 0
PNP 13 12 0 0 0 ‘0 8.3
14 20 0 0 0 0 65.0
, 15 Y7 0 0 0 0 0
16 10 0 10.0 0 0 0
Subtotal. 116 38.8 -0.9 0 0
Total ‘ 79 9.0 35 .05 0.3
7] hearing impaired

VH = visually handicapped
ED = emotianally disturbed
! AU = autistic
. OTH = other
L]
b

Total is less than 819 due to missing handicap information.

Vd
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Table 10
Numbér of Located Children

with Multiple Handicapping Conditions N

-

pm—

Agency . ' _Number of-Cénditions.
Type Project Total 1 2 3 4 > 6 7
1 2 2 8 6 2 .1 3,0
MHMR 2 160 3 64 44 w4 19 6 0
3 54 10 18 14 9 3 0 0
) 4 49 29 19 .1 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 285 44 109 . 65 _ 35 23 9
s 64 45 17 - 2 0 0 0 0
- 6 40 " 14 . 12 6 5 3 0 Q
1SD 7 52 15 18 13 6 - 9 0 .0
8 188 8] 52 24 17 10 3 1
9 48 28 19 1 0 0- 0 -0
Subtotal 392 183 118~ 46 28 13 3
10 - -
1 48 % - 12
12 19 3 9 5 2 .0 0 0
PNP 13 12 1 6 3 0 1+ 1 {0
14 20 18 2 0 0 -0 0 0
15 7 0 2 4 0 0 0
16 10 . 4 5 . O0n 0 -1 o ,0
Subtotal N6 62 436 12 3 2 1
Total 793 . 289 263 123 66 38 13
N %
{ A
* ) }
Y oy
. 35




This percent rangeg, from 10% to 100% ksee Table 11). In add1t1on, muTt1-

'ply handicapped ch11d/en were reported more’ frequentTy by MHMR prOJects

////////////I////I/I///////IIII//II//////II/////////////////////// 1 LLLLLLLLTLILIII LI L LS LSS L LTLLIII /S 1L 711 s SIS LS IIL LSS L2011 SIS LI P A I I
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{
o . THE NUMBER OF LOCATED CHILDREN WITH MULTIPLE HANDI -
CAPS (M-SOQ), WAS S4% OF ALL CHILDREN LOCATED IN THE FOLLOWUP,"

N
v

//III//I/////I//I/////I//II///I//II//I/I///II/I////I/II//I//II///////////I/////I/II/I///////I///IIIII/I//III/I//II///I/////I//II///// QL Ll P77,
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¥ el

thanﬁby the remaining projects. The percent of fhultiply hand1capped chil-
dren was 53% and 47% for the ISD and "PNP projects, respectively, but it
was 85% for the MHMR projects. '

Aichjjsquare value: computed to test the observed frequency of re-
ported multiply handicapped childréé against the expected frequency among
types of sponsor agencies, found that types of agencies differed s1gn1f1-
cantly (X = 31.72, df = 1, p <. 001) The MHMR projects reported signi- >
ficantly more multiply hand1capped ch11dren than expected given the number

of children located from MHMR proJects and the ISD and PNP projects re- -

ported fewer multip y handicapped children than expected.

.
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“ . MHMR PROJECTS REPORTED SIGNIFICANTLY MORE MULTIPLY
HANDICAPPED CHILDREN THAN EXPECTED.... . o

S TN 9
o rg
. .
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There was no conclusive explanation £ér differences'among types of
sponsor agencies in terms of reported 74;::éncy of moltiply handicapped
children. One po§sib1e explanationiwas that MHMR projects served more
mult%ply handicapped children than did the remaiming projects. An alter-
native, and presumably Tess probable, explanation was that staff in MHMR &%
projects were more willing to repor} handicaps than were staff'infthe ISD
and private or nonprofit Brojects.
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. Table 11
Percent of Located Children
' with Multiple Handicaps \
¢ - .
MHMR ) Asd PNP
. Percent / _ Percent ) . Percent
| Project N MHC®  Project * N~ MC - Plject N MC
“ 1 22 90.9 5 64 . 29.7 10 -
’ * 2 J60 98.1 6 40 . 65.0 11 48 .25.0
<“ 3 758 81.5 7 52 n.2 .12 19 84.2
4 49 40.8 8 188, 56.9 13 12 91.7
9 48 41.7 14 20 10.0
15 < 100.0
16 10 60.0
a Subtotal 285 84.6 Subtotal 392 53.3 . Subtotal 116 46.6
N 2 -
qMHC = Multiply handicapped.
&




Table 12 reports the prevalence of ather handicapping conditions (in

.

addition to primary handicap) among located children. Pre;alence was under-

stood to mean the occurrence of all cases at a given time, as opposed to
—~

o ‘
incidence which was understood to mean the occurrence of new cases within
o -

a given time interval (Marozas, May, and Lehman,‘l980), The pF3valence

; ) A \
reported in Table 12 was cumulated acrossi children because of multiple con-
ditions within individual children. | -

Inspection of Table l2'indiéates that language delay was the most fre-

quent_handieapping condition initérms'of multiply handicapped children.
Developmental delay and ortheped4C\Qandicaps were the next most frequent
conditions. 'As in the case of primary handicap,'emotional disturbance and -
autism were very infrgguent, as wouldcnave been expeeted with very young.

-

children.

v -

Tables 10, 11, and 12 present information regarding multiple handicaps,
but another,dimension to describing handicapping conditions was the level
of E:ggtional impairment within developmental areas reported for children
at time of exit from a project. Tables 13 through 17 give tnese data for
each of five areas of dévelOpment: motor, self-care, socialization, cogni-
tion, and language.

InSpection of Tables 13 - 17 indicates eonsiderable diversity across

individual projects in reported levels of impairment For example, the

. —

percent of children located with no motor impaerent (at time of exat

from a project) ranged from 0% to 77%, and similar ranges were evident in

the developmental areas of self-care, socialization, and cognitionJh However,
the percent with no impairment (at project exit) exhibited much less vari-

abil{ty in language development and ranged from 0% to only 31%.

]
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' : ' Table 12-
Prevalence of Other Handicapping 3
-, Conditions Among Located Children
3 . . ) ’
Total . Handicapping Conditionsb
Typee "N MR LDL - DD ORTHO OHI " HI VH E0 AU OTF — -
MMR . 285 13 121 91 53 5+ 721 6 a 6 °
IS 392 46 181 . 43 8 62 13 27 3 1 0
LY -
PN, 116 4 91 17 10 8 7 4.0 0 4
Total N -+ .63 334 151 1 M5 27 52 -9 1 10,
% 7.0 36.816.6 16.9 112.7 3.0 5.7 "}J.0 0.1 1.1

"

M Y

% revalence is cdhulateﬁ,acrqss children due to presence.pf mu]tip%e”’//’j
conditions within individual children. ‘- :

.bHandicap condition heﬁdings are as in Tablg 9. . .
- SN : - : '
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TR Table 13 . ° | '
, ' Percent of Located Children by - o

4 ~ Level of Functional Impajirment . -
) ’ . in Motor ‘Developmenp . o]
. ) !
b : . ) X *
Agency * Level of Impalrment . - o
) Jype . Project Total None Mild o Moderate Severe ~
1 w22 % 91 3.4 27.3 2.3 v
MHMR 2 161 16.8 . 29.2 28.6 " 25.5
; 3 54 11.1 33.3 22.2" 33.3
4 49 41 4.5 38.8 2.7
Subtotal 286 - 12.9 29.7 ‘229.0 * 28.3
5 7 21.1 26.8 26.8 1 25.4
1sD, 6 40 42.5 27.5 15.0 15.0
! 7 52 26.9 19.2 15.4 .38.5 .
8 188 50.5 25.0 10.6 13.8 ,
9 48 70.8 22.9 2.1 4.2
Subtotal 399 43.9 24.5 13.5 « 18.0
. 7 I - f‘:,_'
]O" - - ” A . 4
N 48 77 109 . 8.3 4.2 -
"~ 12 22 18.2 40.9 27.3 13.6
PNP 13 ‘ 12 - 33.3 . 16.7 . 33.3 " 16.7
14 20 .0 35.0 | 45.0 20.0
- 15 7 14.3 42.9 0 42-9
_ 16 10 50.0 30.0 - 0 20.0
. Subtotal N9 . 42.9 24.4 19.3 13.4
Total 804 32.7 2.4 19.9 2.0 4
- - I .
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¥ o ) Table 14
' ' ) . Pércent of Located Children by S .
, Level of Functional Impairment
s in Self-Care Development
"‘ . i} —— LY
Agency ' Level of, Impairment )
-. Type Project . Total - * None Mild Moderate Severe
« g * - ‘
1 22 g.1 36.4 27.3 27.3
. 2 161 18.09 26.7 29.2 26.1
3 54 11.1 42.6 13.0 33.3
4 T 2,0 29,21 33.3 5.4,
< Subtotal . 285 13.3 30.9 26.7 29.1
- 5 71 16.9 18.3 36.6 28.2
, 6 40 + 32.5° 27.5 25.0 15.0
7 52 36.5 17.3 9.6 36.5
8 188 52.1 25.5 10.6 1.7
. 9 48 68.8 25.0 4.2 2.1
~ Subtotal T 399 43.9 : 23.3 15.8 . 17.0
. 10 - - :
- "1 4 48 85.4 8.3 . 4.2 2.1
12 . - 22 18.2 54.5 ° 3 18.2 9.1
13 12 0 - a1.7 _a41.7 16.7
. 14 . 20 0 “30.0 30.0 40.0
s . 15 7 14.3 -57.1 . 14.3 14.3
3 . 16 10 30.0 . 50.0 0 20.0
' Subtotal 119 412 30.3 15.1 1314 .
T Total* . 803  .32.6 '27.0 19.6 20.8
u\ - . . >
4 : -
N .
. . )

AN
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Table 15 |
. Percent of Located Children by
S Level of Functional Impairment
in Social Development .
‘ , ‘Agency . : . Level of Impairment .
Type  Project  Total None - Mild ‘Moderate . Severe
- — -
1 22 13.6 27.3 - 40.9° 18.2 ~
MHMR 2 63 21.1 28.0 29.2 21.7
. 3 ey 9.3  38.9 18.5 33.3
4 49 2.0 ~ 28.6 30.6 ¥ 38.8
Subtotal... 286 15.0 301, . 28.3 26.6
5 7 16.9 25.4 28.2 .29.6 =
r 6 40 17.5 45.0 22.5 15.0
I1SD 7 * 52 48.1 15.4 5.8 30.8
8 - 189 59. 3 23.3 9.5 7.9
9 48 64.6  18.8 14.6 2.1
Subtotal 400 ., " 46.7 - 24.3 14.2 14.8
»é’y . . ]O ‘.' . .
‘ . o 48 . 79.2 10.4 8.3 - - 2.1
B » 12 22 40.9 36.4 22.7 0
PNP 13" 12 25.0 41.7° 33.3 0
14 .20 5.0 " 35.0 . 40.0 10.0
15 7 14.3 42.9 . 28.6 14 .3
16 © 10 10.0 50.0 - . 20.0 20.0
SR Subtotal ne 46.2 27.7 21.0 . 5.0
Total .~ 85 354 2.8 20.2 17.5
.-
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Percent of Located Children by -
Level of Functional Impairment:

in Cognitive Development

Agency‘

Type

Project

Total

MHMR

 ISD

PNP

Total

.l [
2
3
4

~Subtota1

5

6

7

8

9
Subtotal

10
1
12
13
14
15
16
Subtotal

»
4

22
161

54

™ 49

n
40

52
. MN86
8

48

S 20 -

12
20

10

/
Levél of Impairment

B
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“ ~ .  TFable 17

Percent of Located Children by
Level of Functional Impairment

in Language Development

¥

‘Agency — ) Level. of Impairment
Type  Project  Total’ None Mild Moderate Severe
' 1. = 22 -~ 9.1 18.2 50.0 22.7
MHMR 2 161 8.1 . 26.7 37.9 27.3
3 . 54 9.3 27.8 22.2 40.7
4 49 . 0 20.4 42.9 36.7
- +~ Subtotal 286 7.0 25.2 6.7 31.1
¥ 71 . 2.8 15.5 - 36.6 45.1
6 40 - 7.5 22.5 45.0 25.0
« ISD 7 « 92° 23.1 L 1.7 17.3 51.9
8 - 188 31.4 33.5° 16.0 19.1
. 9 48 . 31.3 37.5 - -18.8 12.5
) Subtotal 399 22.8 26.3 23.1 27.8
) 10 - .
11 47 - Q 17.0 53.2 29.8
12 . .21 .~ 4.8 28.6 - 52.4 14.3
PNP 13 12 8.3. 25.0 41.7 25.0
. — 14 - 20 ° 30.0 20.0 20.0 30.0
15 7 0 -0 AN 28.6
16 10 10.0 0 - 40.0 50.0
Subtotal 17 7.7 17.9 46.2 28.2
Total 802 15.0° 24.7 31.3 - 291
7




The above suggested that language was the developmentaﬂ area in wpich
project personnel reported the greatest level of functional impairment,
and comparison of the percent of ‘children reported with moderate er severe
levels of impairment, across all five areas of deve]opmeﬁt; indicated that
language was the area of greatest reported impairment. The percent of
ch11dren with moderate or severe impairment “levels was 40.9, 40.4, 37.7,
46.2, and 60.4, respectively for motor, self-care, socialization, cognition,
and language (Tables 13-17). In other words, the reported frequency of- .

s

moderate or sexere language impairment at time of exit from sampled projects
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", LANGUAGE WAS THE AREA OF GREATEST REPORTED
IMPAIRMQNT.” ) e

.
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was more than that of other developmental areas. There were no Qifferences
of consequence among the otﬁer areas of deve]opment. T
Another trend in the data presented’in Tab]es 13-17 was that MHMR
projects reported a much smaller frequency of children with no ,impairement
at time of project exit. The percents of children with no impairment re-
ported by ISD and PNP projects were 40.2% and 35.0%, respectjvely, averaged
across all five areas of development, but the same reported percent for '

MM projects was only 11.7% A chi square value (x2 = 48.95, df = 1,

p <.001) showed that the observed and expected frequencies of children

) reported with no functional impairment differed significantly across

types of sponsor agencies. 'Inspection of frequencies for each agency type,
found that the significant L? was due to’the occurrence of fewer than the

expected number of children reported with no impairment in tﬂe MHMR pro-

/ .
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jects and more than the expecteg\number of children with no impairment . "/

s
o

in the ISD projects.
There was no conclusive explanation for the abave difference be-
tween MHNR proaects and the remaining proJects. One’ possible,-albeit
‘\k . un]ikely, explanation was that these projects vere less successful in . ¢
remediat/ng impairments, A second explanation was that staff in MHMR
projects had some unique and.homogeneous\perspective which caused them‘ "
“ to rate functional impairment more severely thamthat rated by staff in
the remaining projects. A third, and pgrhaps the most plausibhle, explana-
tion was that the population served by MHMR‘projects was initially more
severely impaired. Therefore, one would bave expected the level of im-
pairment at exit from MHMR projects to have been greater than that in the %
remaining projects (assuming that the degree of remediation was fairly '
constant across proJects) This third and last explanation was supported
somewhat by the data, since MHMR proJect staff reported a greater percent
of multiply handicapped children iTabTe.lL) However, there was no de-
finitive- bas1s for accepting any of the abowe explanations.
The“:eader should note that.esti;ationfof the reliability and validity
" of reported ratings of functional 1mpairmeng was beyond the scope of this
study Ratings were assumed to have had an acceptable degree of content
validity, and test-retest estimates of're]iabi1ity»wou]d have been, in all
probability, fairly high, since ratersﬁarentypically consistent w1th1n
themselves. The degree of interrater agreement, however, was not determined,
and'any rater effects were assumed to have been distributed randomly across
‘ projects. ié; is important also to bear in mind that the study did not re-
quire. participants to provide supporting evidence for reported handicapping

w

*
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L
information and ratings of fynctional impairment. It was assumed that
the_accuracy of reported ipformation was within acceptable limits’
_information about the place of residence of located children showed
that 94% resided at home with their natural parents or the extended family.
'This percent was consistent across all agency types. Two percent of located
children were in foster homes, and four percent were in residentia] insti-
" tutdons. ‘ k?
In summary, descriptive information about é]9 children. ]ocated by the /
followup was avai]ab]e in terms of time since project exit, children's
gender, ethnicity, handicapping conditions, and- home res1dence Chrono]oga
ical age of the children was not collected in order to minimize the data
reporting task for participants in the study. Available information showed

that the chiIdren located by the fdi]owup were 55% male and 51% Anglo.

Only 4% of the children located were 1¥ving in residential institutions
Mental retardation, language delay, deve]opmental de]ay, and orthopedic _

handiCap accounted for about 75% of all primary handicaps ProJect staff

-
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“"THe LEVEL OF REPORTED FUNCTIONAL IMPAIRMENT- IN LOCATED )
CHILDREN WAS AT THE MODERATE OR SEVERE LEVEL FOR ABOUT 40%
OF THE CHILDREN IN MOST DEVELOPMENTAL AREAS..."

A
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reported that 64% of a]] located children were multiply andicapped and
MHMR projects reported significant]y more multiply hapdtcapped children

| than the remaining projects The evel of reported functional impairment
in Tocated children was at the moderate or severe level for about 40%

of the children in most deve]opmenta] areas, except in language develop-

% - 4
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ment where about 60% weresﬁigétﬁ have had a moderate or severefleve] of

impairment at’time of exit from sampled projects.
Another issUe’of generalizeability important to any fo]]ouup study<
is the extent to which ‘the population ]ocated in followup is represente-
tive of the total population served in the particular program being studied.
The design of Fhe current study did not address this issue direct]y, but
the.very high success rate experienced in locating children for- fo]lowup
greatly énhanced the valye of,the study in this regard. .
. As indicdted by Table 2, fo]]owup was attempted for 87% oi the chil-
drquyho met the criteria for fo]lowu‘!igibﬂ,ity, and 78% (see Table 3)
~of these were lTocated in followup. In terms of actual children (Table 4).‘
1, 204 were eligib]e for followup, and 8]9 chi]dren were located. (An addi-
tional 23 chi]dren were deceased, hut descriptive informaf//n was not
collected for these.) The number located (N=819) was 68% of the number
e]igible for followup, which represented more than two thirds of the eligible
followup population. AN ‘

)

0f the 202 children who were not found in the fo]ipwup (Table 4
had moved out of the area. This was 40% of the unfound children. The re-

maining 121 .children were "unknowns." There was no particular reason to

¢

.
.
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.. THERE WAS REASON TO BELIEVE THAT nhs 819 cHILDREN
LOCATED WERE REPRESENTATIVE OF ALL CHILDREN ELIGIBLE FOR
FOLLOWUP."

N
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have suspected that the children who moved were systematically different
than the located children, bu; there may have been factors which systemat-

ica]ly influenced whether or not a chi]d ended up .in the unknown group

- ., 40
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However, this group was only 10% of the population eligible -for followup -

and did not represent a sgbsiantial portion of the population. Thereiﬁre;
there was reason to bglieve that th% 819 children located were representaz

tive of aTl children eligible for followup. N - . 1‘

Placement and Serrice _ . S -

One moior question in the study centered abodtuthe p]ace of seryice
for children who had graduated from a birth through two p?SEth setting. |
Results showed that a major portion (77%) were receiving services in pub]ic
schools (Table 18). Place of service also included parochial schools.

‘but all further reference in this document will only cite public schoo]s.
Hence, the reader should note the.assumed inclusion of parochial schools.

- Results of the followup showed that 7?2 were attending a public schodl,

. 7 N
7% were attending a normal day. care facility, 4% were in a special. service

" center, 4% were in a residential institution,kand 8% were receiving no
services. The large percent of children found attending a pub1ic‘schooi
677%)land the very small percent served in a residential institution (4%) .
were considered very significant. These findings no doubt reflected at : _ -

least partial]y, the effectiveness of early intervention for handicapped

infdnts and toddlers. As discussed earlier, the first Consortium research

-

1
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“RESULTS OF FOLLOWUP SHOWED THAT 772 WERE ATTENDING A -
PUBLIC SCHOOL.. 4% WERE IN A RESIDENTIAL INSTITUTION.,,"

LSLSLL VIS IIIS LI LLLLL SIS 0777077070 ITT 74472 LLNIILTIILS (1S I 7277777777 ///I////////////////I/I//I]II/I//////M////II//I/I /I///I/I//I/I///I///

»

s tudy indicated that early intervention provided by Consortium projects

improved developmental progress (Macy Research Associates, 1978, p.111),

and others concluded that early,intervention was effective (Cornwell and
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Table.18
' Percent of Located Children by
' —_— Place of §ervis:eﬁ4‘
' x ) - A
LI " Normal Special
Agency o Piblic  Day Service  Rsndtl.
Type Project =~ N Schoo1 Care Center Inst. None
oo 22 81.8 ° 0 0 . 4.5 13.6
MHMR 2 159 - 71.7 ~13.8 1.3 13.2 0
3 53 77.4 - 7.5 3.8 0 11.3-
4 51 88.2 - 3.9 0 -0 7.8
Subtotal 285 765 9.8 1.4 1.7 + 4.6
5 75 85.3 0 .93 . o 5.3
6 . 39 76.9 - 5.1 5.1 12.8
150 7 49 837 ET 0. et 20 O
-8 195 73.8 _12.3 46 ° W 7.7
9 47 53.2 © 0 0 ~ 2. 4.3
° Sub_f.o.tal . 405 75,1 6.9 4.4 2.2 11.4
10 - ' |
1. 48 | 97.9 0 2.1 0 0
: 12 . 15 73.3 0 200 0 6.7
PNP- 13 2o °§93.3 o0 16.7. . Y 0 0
D18 20 900 ’ o0 10.0 0 0
s L 18 w7 0.0 .0 0 - 0. -0 T
e . Y6 F. M : 50.0 .20.0 .- 10,0, .- -0 . 20.0
TR ' subtotal. .- 112 87.5 . 1.8 = "®E o 2.7
] R S o e T >
T Tota} . ~ “,': i"‘l ﬁ ;“8(22 oo ;77.% ) 7.% - 3.9 3-9 7.7
e e e e b
%ess than 819 due. to fniéﬁ% ptacement -tnformation. - o
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‘may well have been less, and the percent placed in residential institu-

” j - T =k
,,,,, S . e O
, L
3
P £
Birch, 1969; Dicks-Mireaux, 1972; Carr, 1970; Garland, Stone, Swanson, -
. “‘ww

& Woodruff, in press). ) -

Tne above findings, in all p#bbability, reflectec changing public
attitudes toward institutionglization and the greater openness of both
parents and professionals toward alternativa program options'?or handi- ~
capped infants and toddlers.“It was likely that early-dnterventien had
impacted attitudinal areas as well, since projects typically included a
parenting'component and worked closely with both parents and professionals. ~_
It was thought that many parent; and medical professionals might have
opted for institutional placement of a handicapped infant shortly after
birth had it not been fer the counseling and awareness provided by an
early intervéntion project. Research from the first Consortium study
sugges ted that improvement in parental .adjustment and acceptance of the
handicapped child was one important benefit from early 1ntervention ]!
(Macy Research Associates, 1978, pp. 88-97).. h

N
i
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~~~~~~

Another significant factor which\contripqted‘to the small percent

(4%) of early intervention graduates placed in evresidentiel institution
was certainly the legal mandate of Public Law 94-142 for a free and apnro- o
priate public education for all handic%pped children. Without such a

mandate and assnciated'nationEI cormitment to handicapped children, the

opportufiity for placement of early interventfon graduates in public schools

tions or speci&i centers could have been much greater. ,
Thee large percent (77%) of early intervention graduates attending
a pub ic school and® the small percent (4%) in a residential institution

was “perhaps more significant when considered im relatign'to the ratings

%
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of functional impairment at tiﬁe of exit fromaan’intervention project.
The data reported in Tab1e~13 show that 21% of ldgﬁtgd children were rated )
as severely impaired in the motor area. The'percznt of’ children rated
severely impaired in the self- -care, social, cogn1t:;e: and language areas
was 21%, 18%, 21%, and 29%, respectively (Tables 14-17). While the follow-
up found that only 4% of early intervention graduates were sé}ved ina
residential placemedt, ratings of functiona]‘ﬁmpairment iﬁé?gated that a
much larger pefcent of'children would have been expected had there notlbeen
early intervention, improved awareness and attitudes, and legal mandates.

- Followup results in te(ms 6f plage of service found also that 8% of

\ \ - |

mber of children experienced successful remediation

~ 1) R
located\Ehi]dren (Table 18) were receiving no special services. Pre-
" sumably, a certain n

during early intervention and were no longer in need of services. Ratings i\*“'\~

of functional impairment at the time of project exit showed that 9.4% of

- the children located (N=77) had no impairment in ary deve]opmental area.
v 7 ~—

This was nearly equal to the 8% found to have been receiviag no services.
These data suggest that, on the whole, spec1a1 services were provided for .

those chi&dren in need of such servides after graduation from an early

intervention protht One should note that these data did -not guarantee

SIVIILLIILELIL LTS 2/ 4 S 4SS LIS L1 /7L LE L2V 277778777 (Ll llilladi i i i s d L0077 /////I///I////I/////II/I/////I///////////I//////I////I//I//////I/I/

"THESE DATA SUGGEST THAT, ON THE WHOLE, SPECIAL SERVICES
‘ ; WERE PROVIDED FOR THOSE CHLLDREN IN NEED OF SUCH SERVICES AFTER
GRADUATION FROM AN EARLY INTERVENTION PROJECT.”
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~ that every single child in need of services was réceiving tﬁem, and of ,‘ 

course, the study did not address the scope or quality of those services o«

provided.
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The pereent in a public school setting was very cons%stent°between '
MHMR and ISD projects (Table 18) but was somewhat higher in the private
or nonprofit project’ category. In order to test a possible association
between the type of sponsoring agency and place of service, at the’time
of followup, a 3 x 2 contingency table was constructed and a gﬂi_équare
statistic computed, according'to the procedure-described by'%e;guson
(1966, p.235ff). Table 19 presents this contingency table: The -four %
place of service categories in Table 19, other than public school (nor-
mal day c;re, special service center, residential 1nst1tut1on and none),
were collapsed| into a s1q§Tb category termed nonschool, to d1st1ngu1sh
these latter institutions from what is usually thought of as a public
school for the mainstream of education. Of course, the plece of service
categories encompassed within the nonschool group ineluded public institu-

tions and institutions that provided school-type programs.

The chi square statistic (X = 7.82; df ;\2) was significant at ]ess

“than the .05 level and 1nd1cated an association between/}ﬁe type of sponsor

agency and placefof service. A cont1ngency coefficient (C) was selected

o

to provide a descriptive measure of this association. Accordingly, C was

computed by, the following equation (Ferguson, 1966, p.235):

X

N+X!

The computed C vaﬁue'was only .10, which indicated an almost complete
lack of association between type of sponsor agency and place of serv1ce,
even though the chi square value was statistically significant. Hence,

- one may conclude that for all practical purposes,” there was fio association

'
13

a . (
between type of sponsoring agency and place of service.
/
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Table 19 )
.r * \d
- Number of Located Childreq in Ep/utmgency Table
for Type of Sponsor Agency andPlage of Seryice .
&
.~ Place of Service ° .
Agency . Public a /
Type School - Nonschool® * - Total ’
MR 218 ( 67 285
1D 34 (.ot0 Jo 405
PNP 98 14 : 112
Total 620 182 802
Includes normal’ day care, special service center, res1dent1 al
1nst1tution, and none. .-
. v ‘ " -
. ,
"4
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A related question regarding place of service was-its possable asso-

: ciation with primary handicap of children. In other words, wasfthere a

AL AL L4l
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%ﬁmFOR ALL PRACTICAL PURPOSES, THERE WAS NO ASSGCIATION
s BEWZ;Z’: TYPE OF SPONSORING AGENCY AND PLACE OF 'SERVICE-~."
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tendency for children with certain handicaps to receive services in a
pub]icfschgol or nonschool setting? The answer was yes, but to a very
.. slight E%%ent Table-20 gives an 8 X 2 contingency tab]e for primary
hand1Cap and place of service. Three pr1mary handicaps (emot1ona11y dis-
" turbed, aUt1st1c, and other) were collapsed into one .category to yield
a total of eight pr1mary handicap categories. As in the previous table,
the four nonschool place of service categories were collapsed into a
single nonschool category. .
% The cqnputed ﬁjgg square statistic for Table 20_(X2 = 31.17, df = 7)
‘was signifiéﬁnt at less than the .001 Tevel. However, the contingency
coeff1c1ent was only equa] to .20, which indicated a very weak associatiyon.
Inspection of observed and expected cell frequenc1es for the 8 x 2 con-
tingency'table found that the stgn1f1cant chi square value was due essen-
tial]y to the handicap catecories of retardation and hearing impaired. In
both cases, the number of children,obserVed in the nonschool p]ace of ‘ser-
- vices category was considerably less, than expected The reader should note,
“however, that the actual associatiop observed between pr1mary handicap and
" place of ;ervice, as measured-by the contingepcy coeff1c1ent, was of little

practical sign1f1cance T ' L

~
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Table 20

Number of Located Children in Contingency Table.
.for Primary -Handicap and Place of Service

L . N .t X e

» Place of Service

. Public 3 ’
Primary Handicap " School Nonschool Total
oY . ) ’; ' { ’ ‘ ¥ ’
Retardation 147 26 173
Language delay 60 . 27 . . 87
. * . ' -
Deve10pmen§q1 delay 176 . 67 243
- Orthopedic 61 . 17 78
Other health impaired 8 17 [ 55
i Hearing impaired . 67 3 . 70
Visually handicapped 23 4 ) 27
Loy ~ . -
Emotionally distutbed, -
N - autistic, and other v 3 14 - 45
Total " 603 ‘ T 778
- - : b -
. aIncludgssnormal day care, special service center, residential °
institution, and ‘none. :
i = 1]
@ =
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The foregoing contingenc} taple analyses regarding the relationship
‘ between place of service and two concomitant variables, type of sponsor
agency and primary handicap, found no meaningful association between place
of serv1ce and either concomitant variable. While the sign1f1cant chi
square values indicated the presence of a nonzero association, for both

concomitant variables, the contingency coefficients showed that the asso-

ciations were very weak, or in the case of place of service and type of

sponsor agency, even trivial.

These findings indicate that the dependency between the type of
agency sponsoring an early 1ntervent10n project and the place of service
after project exit or between a child's primary handicapp1ng cond1t1on \~,/’

. and place of serv1ce after early 1ntervent1on was of no real concern '

l
L4
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"4./ONE COULD EXPECT AN EARLY INTERVENTION: GRADUATE TO
HAVE THE SAME OPPORTUNITY OF RECEIVING SPECIAL SERVICE IN A.
" PUBLIC SCHOOL OR NONSCHOOL SETTING...WITHOUT REGARD FOR THE
TYPE OF AGENCY WHICH SPONSORED THE CHILD'S INTERVENTION PRO-
JECT OR.. . THE CHILD'S PRIMARY' HANDICAP.,"
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From a practical standpoint, then, one could. expect an early intervention
i qgraduate to have the same opportunity of rece1v1ng spec1a1 service in a .

public school or nonschoo] setting (i.e., normal.day care center, §pec1a1 ~
service center. residentia] 1nst1tut10n. or no service) without regard
for the type of agency which sponsored‘the child's intervention- prosect or

- without .regard for the child’s primary handicap. \* ) “

The followup of early intervention graduates found several important

outcomes relative to place. of service. As noted in Table 18, 77% of

L3
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lTocated children were attending a public school, and this outcome provided
a_valuable estjmate of the‘percent of handicapped children who leave ear]y
intetvention projects and go on to regular or nonspec1a]1zed schodls. - A

99% confidence 1nterva1 computed about the observed proportion (77%) ranged
from 73% to 8]% '

The conf1dence interval was computed according to the method des—
criBed previously (Hays, 1963, p.291). If the study were to have samp]ed

random]y*the popu]at1on of Texas ch1]dren who graduated from early inter- -

°

vent1on proJects, thé observed value of 77% would have yielded a very good.

» -

est1mate of thé post graduate.placement of infants and toddlers. Even ih’

spite of sampling restrictions, the study prov1ded a valuable estimate f

l

the percent of hand1capped children (77%) who enter a public or paroch1a]

v

~

’

school after enrollmént in an early intervention project.

“ -

v
.
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",V THE STUDY PROVIDED A VALUABLE ESTIMATE OF THE PERCENT
OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN (77%) WHO ENTER A-PUBLIC OR PARQCHIAL
. SCHOOL AFTER ENROLLMEVT IN AN EARLY INTERVENTION PROJECT.” .

-

.
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The study sought to determine the type of service placement for those

_ children attending a thlic school. Tab]e -21 presents these data for 6]2

. located children. Overa]], resu]ts showed that 59% were attend1ng an early
childhood - spec1a] educat1on cldss 1n 2 pub]ic schoo] " This might at first
“ appear td indicate that a significant proport1on of early 1ntervent1on
graduates did not go on to some type of ma1nstream sett1ng“1n the public
school. However, in Texas specia] educat1on services were avai]ab]e for

three “‘to five-year handicapped children,’ but pub]ic schoo]1ng was not




. Table 21

Number and Percent of Children Attending a
~ Public School in Terms of Type of Service Placement

» .

'y

. Early ©
Regular . Self- - Childhood
Agency School Speech  Resource Con- Special e
Type Program Only Room tained Class Other Total
MIMR N 4 0 3. 27 175 "7 216
» % 1.9 0 1.4 12,5 81.0 --3.2 . 353
ISD N 69 . M 23 - 46 132 19 300
% 23.0 3.7 7.7 15.3 44.0 - 6.3 49.0
PN N O 1 . 0. 34 51 10 96-
R 0 1.0 0 35.4 53.1 . 10.4 15.7
Total N 73 12 .26 107 358 36 612
2

1.9 2.0 . 4.2 17.5° 58.5 5.9  100.0
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-available for nonhandicapped children of similar age. Therefore, ‘%here
was—iittle or no opportunity for handicapped children in the three to five-
age range to participate in any type of Mainstream class setting. It was
v | thought that many of the located children who were in early childhood special
’ educationwclasses would enter resource room placements when they reached*
five, six, seven, or more years of age. d”*
While it was beyond the scope of the current study to determine future
placements of these chi]dren, the reported data still provided a means
for estimating placement of children once they reach five‘years or older.
If one were to assume that all or most children who were enrolled in a ser-
vice placement other than an early childhood special education class (Table
21) were five years -or older, and consequentlyjable to part1c1pate in thes
~ full range ‘of specia] education program options, the data reported in
Table 21 can be used to estimate the pércent of early intervention'graduates
one might expect to See in the more comp]ebe ramge of spec1a1 program op-
tions available to children age five years or opder Table 22 presents
Lr . both the. number observed and the estimated percgpts of children by type
of service placement, exc]uding early chi]dhood classes.
. The estimated percents in Table 22 ;ere eoMpufed by, determining

3 o .

\ .
the perCent of children observed in_each service p]acement to the total

r 2 -

number, excluding those in-an early chi]dhood spec1a1 c]ass For example,
there were 73 children observed in the regular sthOol program, and this
was 28.7% of the total number (N=254, exoluding ear]y childhood). .
The above estimation procedure was tenuous at best but evidence for
Jas validity came from analysis of dates of exit from early intervention

projects. These dates showed that children in early childhood special

”
- >

, 52 - .
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Table 22

N
Estimated Percent of Early Intervention
Graduates by Type of Service Placement
Based on Exclusion of Ea Childhood Classes
Regular - o
School Speech Resource Self-
Program Only Room ' Contained Other‘ Total
“Number Observed 2 73 12 26 107 6 254
‘Percent Estimated®  28.7% 4.8 10.1 . 42.2 142 100.0

A

%s reported in Table 21,

bStepped up to 100% in proportion fo observed numbers.

< > ! e Bwt
~
.
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education classes Rad exited most recently from an early intervention

project, which suggested strongly that thJS'gFOUP contained the youngest

-or most of the youngest children served in a. public school. The median

date of project exit fon these children was Augyst 1979. Consequently,

these children would have had little or no opportunity to participate

in mainstream settings, since their median age would have been about four

years (assuming that children were three years of age at time of exit from ,

a project and that data collection took place about one year after August

1979) . g . o~
Table 23 reports median dates of exits for children by type-of ser-’

vice placement, and these dates suggest that children in all service

placement types except possibly for the 'other' category, were older than

-
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"...RESULTS SUGGESTED THAT AT LEAST ABOUT 42% OF EARLY
INTERVENTION GRADUATES WILL EXPERIENCE SELF-CONTAINED PLACE-
MENT: AND AT LEAST ABOUT 29% WILL EXPERIENCE THE REggtAR "
SCHQOL PROGRAM TOTALLY AFTER ENTERING. A PUBLIC SCH

.
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those in early childhood classes. These findings suggested thatuthe per-
cent of early intervention graduates receiving service in an early child-
hood class (58.5%, Table 2l) was due primarily to age rather than the in-
ability of children to tolerate placemen¢ more nearly in the mainstream

of education Hencf the estimated«placement percents given in Table 22
have a degree of credibility, and results suggested that at least about

42% of early intervention graduates will experience self-contained place-

ment and at least about 29% will experience the regular schoql program '
J
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Table 23 |
Medién Dates of Project Exit for Ghildren ~
Served in a Public, School - .
. . B iMedian J “
Type of Service Placement Date of Exit N ~
Regular schdo1 program —*’<Apri1 1977 ~ - 72
Speech only : : April 1978" 12
Resource room S Auglst 1976 2§
Self-contained May 1978 5 102
Early Childhood special class August 1979 344
Other S mayem 25 /
Total s - 580°
3Total does not‘agree with total of* 612 in Table 21 due éo missihg :" *
dates fer 32 children. . -
. : %
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.totally after entering a publ1c schbol

The forego1ng discussion about expected type of service placement
" must be understood in terms-of one_ further consideration, which also”
‘involves the length ot time*Since'exit from an earLy intervention project'
" It may be that many early intervention graduates exper1enced a self—cOn-
tained placement as their 1n1t1al public school placement but progressed
to a«resource room or the total regular program after one or two years
in the public school. Betause of this cons1dération, the estimated\per-
cent of children in a self-contained placement (42v2% Table é2) can only

be seen as a lower 1limit, since older ch1ldren 1n other placements may

have been prev1ously in a self—conta1ned placement. Dates of exit reported i

in Table 23 tended to re1nforce this 1nterpretation’since children in/the
regular school program or the resource room were Jikely about a year .older

" than those -in tﬁe self-conta1ned placement
Da'ta regarding type of sepvice: placement for ch1ldren attending a

public school were analyzed also to 1nvest1gate possible assoc1at1on with =
type of sponsor1ng agency and with primary handicap. In both cases, the
relat1onsh1ps were stat1stically s1gn1f1cant, and the C coeff1c1ents, .
computedsto provide a descriptive measure of assoc1at1on, indicated moder-
ately weak relat1onsh1ps: |

) A 3‘x 5 contingency table for ‘the type of sponsor agency and the

- type of service placement was constructed from data reported in Table 2l
The speech only~ and resource room serv1ce types were cofr'sed 1nto one -
category in order to gain suff1c1ently large cell frequend%es for computa-
tion of the chi square statistic. The chi square value was 143.09 and

was signi}icant at;less than the .001 level (df=8), and the C coefficient

. was equal to .44.

-
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Comparison of observed an&‘expected cell frequencies showed that the
5550ciation between agency type and service placement type, among early
. intervention graduates served in a public school, was not due to one or

even a few specifip combinations. The pereents'reported in Table 21 in-

dicated that\e’{l of children from MHMR projects and 88% from the PNP pro- .

EY -~

-

jects:were receiving services,in an early childhood special class or a
self-contained class, but only 59% of children from the ISD projeets were
< served in the same placement types. »
The above results showed that there was sdme degree of meaningful
association betygeen type of spo;sor1ng agency and type of service place-
3 ment for® those children served in a pub11c school after graduation or
exit fromgan early 1ntervent1on project. Since the C coefficient was
equal to .44, one might term the association mild or perhaps weak to
nnderefe.'.The maximum value of the C coefficent was known to have been
more than' .71 and less than or equal to 1.00 (Ferguson, 1966, p.236), -
x¢ﬂbut determinataon of the aczual ma Xximum va]ue was beyond the scope of th1s
study. Hence, one can see that the C coeff1c1ent indicated assoc1et1on
‘of at 1east some consequence.
There were at least three possible explanations for the observed
1 . asspcietion between sponsor agency and service placement within the pdb]ic
school. One‘possibilify was the iarge pergent of multiply handicapped
children followed by(,hg MHMR projects. Daia re;orted in Tab]eyllishewed
tﬁae cﬁi]drenf]ogateéiérom MHMR Qrojects included a significent]y greater-
bereeht of multiply handicapped children, and";ﬁereforé a more resfricted

+ . range of service placements may have been expected. However, this line

of reasoning was weakened to some extent becauéexthe ISD and PNP projects
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were about equal in the pe}cent of mu1cip1y handicapped children located,
‘~\\TﬁﬁPﬂ¢erefore one would expect a similar range of service p]acements
However, this rdnge of serv1ce placements was much greater for the ISD
projects Mso, the PNP and MHMR projects were about equal in terms of
range of service p]acements;rbut differed significantly in percedt of
multiply handicapped children located by—the followup (see Tables 11 and
" 21). T : " . o - ‘»
The above patte}d among sponsor agencies in térms of public school
\ service p]a%ements and the percent of children located with multiple
handicaps suggested that children from*I1SD projects may have had greater
opporgunity for transition to a wider range of servite placements within -
- a public school, by virtue of having been served previously in ad IsD
project setting. This exp]anat1on had some degree of intuitive appeal
s but support for this explanation was not ev1dent in the data collected

k4

The third and most plausible explanation perta1ned to var1at1ons in
the age of ch11dren located, accord1ng to type of sponsor agency. Data
from Tab]es 5 ﬁnd 6 suggested that children located by followup froﬁ ISD

_ projects were generally older (about 12 months) thah those 1ocated by *
other prOJects. Therefore, one m1ght have expected a wider range in ser-
vice placementi since opportunity to experience var1ab1e types of service
p]acements was part1a11y Q/T(/ct1on of age. The early ch11dhood special

" education class was ‘the maJor placeément gption available to, handicapped

chi]dren up_to the age

five or six ydars. Therefore, an older group
of early intercention graduates, as was most likely the case for chil-

éiE dren from ISD prOJects would have had more opportun1ty for varied ser-

vice p]acements t \ - -

58¢
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. Analysis of median dates of project exit according to service place-
ment helped confirm thjs‘third explanation. Information presented in
lTab]e 23 shows that chi]d}en iocated in a public school early childhood
special class had the most recent median_exit'date, which implied thﬁt

these children made Up the youngest sexyice placement group. By the same,

,
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", CHILDREN LOCATED IN A PUBLIC SCHOOL EARLY CHILDHOOD
SPECIAL CLASS...,MADE UP THE YOUNGEST SERVICE PLACEMENT GRQUE."

] -
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tokgn, median dates of exit for children in total regular school and re-
source room placements implied that these children were among the oldest.

By way pf summary, there was‘some degree of association betwéen ¢
type of sponsor agency and service placement for children loca%edﬁ'n
pub]ié schools. The’%xtent of ?ssociation was not considéﬁe& particularly
important. Tpe most plausible exp]anatjon for thié assocggtion was thét
fo]]owdp from ISD prpjects Tocated an o]de; group of children than did
followup from the MHMR and PNP projects, and a ‘greater range of service
placements was available tofghe older -children. ) -~

The foregoing‘analysis and‘discussion,coﬁsidered the association be-
tween type of sponsor agency and type of service placement. Another
a;$ociation of inten;sj was that between primary hanﬂﬁb@p and sérvicé
placement among children located in a public school. A 5 x 4 contingency
table was constructed to test the re]afionshfbvbetween service placement and
primary handicap. Ié‘order to gain sufficiently large cell frequencfes

~ » -
for computation of the chi square statistic, the\Eype of service place- .

‘ [
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ment }ermed ‘other' was deleted, and the speéch only and resource room

placements were combined. Additionally, prjmarychandicap categg?ies{
- : -
"...THé\SPGNIFICANT RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PRIMARY HANDI-
€AP 'AND SERVICE PLACEMENT WAS NOT DUE TO ANY PARTICULAR COM-
BINATION OF HANDICAP AND. PLACEMENT,"

.
-
-
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AN .
w1th sma]Pvfrequenc1es were comb1ned

Tab]e 24 presents the above 5x 4 cont1ngency tab]e The computed
ch1 square value was-123. 71, wh1ch was s1gn1f1cant at 1ess than the 001 s
level df=12l. >The computed C coefficient was .43, wh1ch 1ndicated a moder-
ately weak relationship. Comparison of observed and expected cell fre- )
quencies showed thdt the significant re]ationship between Jprimary handican
and serv1ce p]acement was not due to. any part1cu1ar comb1nat1on of handic¢ap
and p]acement . . . e
On one hand?’the above results were not surprising, since one would
expect a ehild{s handieanping condition to influence the typedof service.
,Placement. -However, the degree of the,relationship betneen primary i
‘handicap and placement was perhaps not as\strong as night have’ been ex-
pected. The weakness in th1s observed re]at1onsh1p was)11ke1y due to the
large number of children included in the deve10pmenta1 delay category and
“in the early ch11dhood spec1a1 class category. Neither of these cate;or1es
»2 was well’ deflned in terms of tﬁe\anderﬁy1ng measured- concept (i.e., hand1—

“‘cap or’ service p]acement), and discr1m1nat1on among chi]dren likeJy was ob-

o

3

Scured. Such a cond1t1on would have reduced the strength of the re]a-




Table 24
[] ) .
-« Number and Percent of Children Attending
a Public School in Terms .of Primary
Handicap and Type of Service Placement

- L4

-

' 'Regular  Speech Only Early Child-
Primary . School Or Resource  Self- « hood Special N
Handicap = Program ‘-  Room Contained . Class Total

4

o

" - Refar- 7 _ - .
dation . 30 . 105 139
. 29.4 30. ’

 Language L. 0 - 33 . . 59
;F - telay 18. .0 =9, !

" Develop- .
mental ‘ : 15 125
delay . <o 35.

Ortho- . N ’ 1 47
pedic/, ¥ %- ‘ 13.5
other ' ,

* health
impaired

» .

s

Remaining. N - : 43 © v 38
" handi- % 19.4 18.4 2.2 10.
caps? @ ‘ .
" Total Noo72 38 - 102 © 348
% 100.0 100.0

100,0 . 100.

*

aHéaring impaired, visually hand%capped, emotionally disturbed,
autistic, and other. v :

\ . >

/




fo]iowupldealt\with the level of functional impairment in chi]dﬁen’at the

¢

Other questions of interest addressed-gy the data repdrted from the

time of exit from an early intervention project and the subsequent place

.of serv1ce ahd type. of serV1ce placement exper1eqced by ch11dren One

would have expected more severely 1nvolved children to ‘have been served

_in locat1ons which prov1ded more comprehens1ve services to hand1capped

,ch11dren, and ana]ys1s of rat1ngs of funct1ona] 1mpa1rment (at project *

ex1t) Ssupported th1s expect1on . ,

Tables 25 and 26 report’ the average rating of functionaleimpairment
within each developmental area for the p]ace of service categories and
type of service placements. Data presented in Tab]e 25 show that chil-

‘.\ 'n

dren™ served in a residential institution had an overa]] rat1ng of im-
pairment of 3.63 which was the h1ghest for any p]ace ‘of serv1ce category
(larger rat1ngs 1nd1cated more severe 1mpa1rment) The next h1ghes

overall average impairment rating was 3.04 and was for spec1a1 service
community centers Both of these locat1ons proV1ded comprehens1ve services
and were seen as appropriate service locat1ons for seVere]y 1nvo1ved chil-
dren. The service locat1on with the lowest” overa]] average rat1ng of im-
pa1rment in located ch11dren was the ngrmal day care center (average rating

'S

= 1.30), and those ch11dren rece1v1ng no serV1ces had a somewhat h1gher

v

" rating of :mpairment It was not clear why ch11dren rece1v1ng no service

» - . R ¢ .
\ b =
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“THE SERVICE LOCATION. WITH THE LOWEST OVERALL AVERAGE
RATING OF- IMPAIRMENT IN LOCATED CHILDREN .WAS THE NORMAL

_"DAY CARE CENTER.,.'

v ' .
/I///I/l////////ll///l//II////I/I//IIII//////////I////III/I/II/II///////////I/I/I/II/I/IIIIIIII/IIIII/IIII/III/I/II///////IIIIIII/III//II/I//I/I/II//
. . .

did not have the Towest impairment ratings, but ratings7in the Tower end

of the scale likely indicated such mild handicap invelvement that special

.

.62
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a Table 25 - -
Average Ratings of Functional Tﬁpairmenta K
for Located Children by Place of Service : A
- . Norma? . Special Service Residential
-Developmental Pub]i; School  Day Cazg Center - Comm._Fenter - Instifytion No Sgtvice
. . Area N } SD - N X SD N X SO -~ N X SD N X SD
i Q‘ Motor 607 2.35 1.10- 58 1.24> .54 \ 31 -3.13 .96 "31 3.55 .62 60 1.63 .99
Self-Care 606 2.36 1.09 58 1.14 .35 31 3.031.05 - ‘31 3.61 .56 60 1.57 .93
. . . ? o .
Social 608 ans 1.08 ‘58 1.19 .40 31 2.87 ].09‘ 31 3.58 %6 60 -1.68 .91
Cognition 604. 2.44 1.07 .58 1.33 .47 31 3.001.21 31.3.68 .54 59~ 1.74 .98
a{ Language 606 .2.86 .97 58 1.60 .65 31 3.19 1.05 31 3.71 .46 7 59 2.00 1.02
w - "o . -
Average . - - 2.5 . 1.30 3.04 3.63 1.72

aRéting scale: 1 = none, 2 =mild, 3 = moderate, 4 = severe,

Ry
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S . : | Table 26
' L« ‘ " Average Ratings of Functional Impairment by C
' Type of Service Placement “for Children :
Served in a Public School
. * Regular o o o .
o : Schoo1 Speech Resource g Early Childhood
&ﬁ‘, Developmental angram Only .. Rogw Se]f—CEpta1ned §peciij Class Oyﬁer
‘ . . Area N X SD N X SD N X SD N X sb . N. X. SD. N X SD
Motor 72 1.39 .70 12 1.:33° .65 26 2.19 1.06 106 2.49 1.20 347 2.58 1.01 36 *2.081.18 r
- .Self-Care 72 :1.35 .58 12 .1.33 .49 .2 1.81 .85 106 2.49 1.26 346 2.64 97 3% 2.1 1.17
. Social 72 1.21 .47 12 1.50 .67 26 1.65 .74 107 2.40 1{22 347" 2.51 .1.00 36 ?.66 1.17
;; Cognition 72 1.29 .54 11 1.54 .69 26 1.96 0.82 106,2.59 1.20 345 2.74 93 3% 2.1 1.4
H . : . . ? '
Language 72 1.61 .64 12 2.33 .89, 26 2.27 .92 106 3.44 .69 346 3.01 .8 36 2.69 .98
Average 1.37 1.61 1.8 2.68 2.70 2.2]
v L &« @

aRating scale is the same as for Tab]g 25.
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service was not seen as being critical by‘the children's parents or care-
takers.

. Ratings of functiona1 impairment relative to type of service p]acement
’revealed a pattern similar to that for place of service -Data reported in
Table 26 indicates that children who were rated least severely impaired at
project exit and who were fouhd attending a public school.were receiving
services in the least restrictive serrice p]acements; yChildren served-
totally ig..:e .regular school program had the lowest overall average rating
of impairment, and children served in the self-contained placement had
ni t to “the’ highest overall average rating of impairment (2.682. Children
i:fthe early chi]dhood special class placement had the nighest overall
average impairiment - rating (2.70), byt this was most likely due toﬁthe Targe

percent of children From MHMR projects served in the early chi1dhood place-

’

]
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. "+ .CHILDREN SERVED IN THE SELF-CONTAINED PLACEMENT HAD
NEXT TO THE HIGHEST OVERALL AVERAGE RATING OF IMPAIRMENT..."
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ment geoup (see Table 21) As discussed preViousiy, these children in-
‘acluded a Significantiy greater percent of moderately and severely impaired '
children than those from ISD or PNP proJects,,and this inflated the im-
pairment ratings for this service p]acement group.

More detailed inspection of the data presented in Tables 25 and 26
also shows that.ratings of functional, impairment in Tocated chi]dren'were
fairly consistent across all areas of development,fexcept for the Tanguage
area, where ratings.indicated,more severe impxirment. This pattern of
higher ratings in the language area'nas-consistent with the pattern reported

65
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‘previously in Tablds 13-17 and indicated that project personnel saw
language as having been the area .of greatest impairment at time of gradu-

ation or exit from early intervention.

Results of Cost Study
.

A setond focus of the study was on the collection of information that
could be used in a- 1imited study of costs associated with early interven-
tion for handicapped infants and toddlers.‘ In accordance wiih this second
focus, the sampled projects cbmpleted the single- page Cost Analysis Form
(a copy of this cost form and standard 1nstructions appears1n the Appendix).

Cost information‘collected inthe second phase of the study dealt

" only with immediate 1979-80 costs experienced by parficipating early inter—
vention proaectsi As such, cost data did not pertain to any of the programs

serving the childrén located by the fo¥lowup.

— e

The cost of" services to handicapped infants and toddlers was .of special
concern, and sO projects reported direct personnel costs associated with

.this early intervention. Since the cost analysis form requested salary in-

"Cosr INFORMATION COLLECTED...DEALT ONLY WITH LMMEDIATE
1979 80 COSTS EXPERIENCED BY PARTICIPATING EARLY INTERVENTION
PROJECTS, " . . S -

. L )
¢ v
. //I/I/////////I///////////////II//////I//////////////////////I/////I//////I/I////////////I///II ///II/I/II/I///II///I//II/I/II//////III////IIII///I//IIII
. d ) ° [

formation for specific professional positions, 1t .was possible to a . -

limited extent,- to study the cost of- intervehtidn per child relative to ‘the
. 4
* . intervention provided .

’

Table 27 reports’ gost information ih terms of salaries and consultant

" fees expended for\the birth through Iwo handicapped population, -Salary cosﬁs
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" Table 27

o : Reported Personnel Costs and Computation °

g of theé\Jotal Personnel Cost for 1979-80

! for Birth through Two Children .

v

- A\
. > . .
Total Months - Total - Total -
Agency . * Monthly . of Annual . Consultant Personnel
Type Project Salaries . ‘Service Salaries Fees Cost
. ] . g

] $ 6,647. s - 12 $ 79,764 $ 1,189 $ 80,953
MHMR 2 17,218 - 12 206,616 0 2064, 616
3 7,372 ' 12 88,463 .. 12,600 101,063
4 41,517 12 - 498,200 6000 504,204
5 . 16,176 9 145,584 3,000 148,584
, 6 , 7,426 10 74,260 4,000 78,260
I1SD %g . 2,384 12 38,614 150 - 28,764
) . -~ 6,857 10 . 68,570 4,500 73,070
9 7,300 - 710 . 73,000 . 1,400 74,400
: 102 Ty 12 1,30 1,200 - 12;564
. n 8,002 y -1 88,022 0 88,022
PNP~—~ 12 ) . 4,517 12 54,204 0 © 54,204
. 13 2,832 —_ 11 31,152 1,200 32,352
14 3,925 — 12 47,098 0 ’ 47,098
15 ‘ 6,309 - .. 9.5 59,93 560 . 60,496
'v( ~ 16, 4,175 - ' 9 . 37,575 0 - 37,575

. ' ’ R .
This project did got contribute data.to the followup portion of the study.

—_— 4
<




were computed by taking the summation of each employee's reported gross

monthly salary mu1t1p11ed times the percent of time committed to birth

through two chi 1dren. Ihe total gross monthly sa]ar1es comm1tted to birth
through two éﬂ1ldren was then mu]t1p11ed by the number of months of serv1ce
provided by each prbdject in order to arrive at the total annual salary costs
for 1979-80. Consultant fees were added directly to the total annual salary .
costs, which yielded the total personnel costs for the hﬁrth through two

pbpulation 21579-80).

'Inspectibd of Table 27 sths that there was a wide range .among pro-
jects in both total annual salary costs-and consultant expenditures. The
_ Obvious factors afféctipg»these costs were the size of the project and the
extent of services provided. 1f other factors were equal, the project

serv1ng the most ch11dren presumably would have the largest personnel costs

P
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", ' THERE. WAS A WIDE RANGE AMONG PROJECTS IN BOTH TOTAL
ANNUAL SALARY COSTS"AND CONSULTANT EXPENDITURES,"
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On thé'other hand, two proiects could have served the same number of chil-
dren and st111 have: had vastly different personne]icosts due to d1fferent
1evels of service prov1s1on Of course, many other factors cou]d have -
g 9affected costs, and these w111 be d1scussed 1ater -
Tab]e 28 reports the number of children served and the total per-
sennel cost in terms of cost per child per 12-month périod,- Since the
1quth of @lrvice provision per year varied from 9;to 12 months among pro- _

gipcts (se le 1), it was neéessary to-extrapolate the cost per child

to permit compérison§ among projects. This extrapolation was done by

A
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\ . , , . Table 28 A// SR

) ' Personnel Cost Per Child in 1979-80 . O\
S , \ : « Pefsonnel’ " Twelve-Month
. Mency Total Perso 1 N Gost Personnel €ost . .
, - Type Project Cost (P979-8D) 2 Served Per Child Per Chﬂd LT
] $ 80,953 45 $1,9 - $1,799 T
MHMR 2, 206,616 130 1,589 - 1,589 ‘
3 101,063 ‘ L 36 2,807 ‘ 2,807 o
4 504,204 . 284 1,775 ’ 1, 775 \ AN
, 3 -
5 148,584 : 85 1,748 : 2, 331§
6 ’ 78,260 ’ 35 2,236 - 2,“683 -
ISD 7 28,764 13 - 2,213 ‘2 213b
8 73,070 ¢ . 202 %2 v T 43 e
9 74 400 . 22 , 3,382 ° 4,058 .
’ " ” \ .
;D . ’ 10 - . 12,564 s 390 32 _ 32b
¢ BRI 88,022 SN 29 . 3,035 ' 3,312
T e -7 12 . 54,204 115 47 N« 47'1b g
. PNP 13 32,352 - 9 3,595 o 3,922 ¢
? - 14 47,098 - 180 , 262 , - ‘.. 262b
15 60,496 23 2,630 3 322 ’
16 . 37,875 . 15 .. 2,55 3,300 © - Tt
1 . ° N 4 > ‘ -
. o+ Average *. - . 101,764 . 100.8 . 1,903 2,146..9
. Standard ) N L e ;
. deviation . © M7,493 1.8 1,026 7 721,318.2
. @ - . . ) . . ! -
| s reported in Table 1. ' - ' - | oo - ‘ .
- ‘bExtrapolated to twelve months. \ ' . -
~ri“ - ' N a ’
» o s L '. ’ LY ‘. ° SI
P e ‘v l o =
’ " - ~ - 4 A -~ F k3 ‘ \ B ~ - “
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dividing the cost per‘child by the nﬁmber of months of service proQided,
* »> g

.-to obtain an‘average monthly cost per child, which was multiplied by ' ¢

twelve to yiéid the extrepolated cost.per child for é*ﬁz-nonth'interVal

‘
-Total personnel cost per child (12, mdnths) reported in Table 28 re-

5

vea]ed a wide range among projects in personne] cost for serv1ce to the
b1rth through two hand1capped popu]at1on They ranged from $32 to $4, dgh A

b
cper child. The average cost per ch11d was.$2 147 and the median .cost was

-

+ 82,212 per child. - ' ¥ . ¢
One of the f1rst quest1ons of major 1nterest centered about tfie .

., absolute cost of ear]y intervention for the~b1rth through two hand1capped‘ . /

”TOTAL PERSONNEL COST PER CHILD (12 MONTHS)..,RANGED
FROM $32 O $4 058...THE MEDIAN cOSTAMAs $2,272 PER. CHILD.”
; t e ’

population. The data Coi]ected in the cdrrent S tudy provided one estimate -
of personnel cost. A 95% conf1dence interval fixed about the average cost‘

per chﬂd ob;rved “in the current samp]e (N=16) shOwed that/the lower ~and !

J

upper bounds*to the interval were $1,501 and $2,793. Ehe conf1dehee in- - A
L] N .
- 'terva] Timits were computed according to the fﬁ]]ow1ng equation:
~ — .
. X+ 1.96 (sD+fN).2 - g

. v

- N

1 ' . . . .
- & 3 ‘ ‘ A'_. * o

ax C‘the average cost per ch11d SD = standard dev1at1on = number of '
projects sampled, and 1.96 is the z- va]ue assoc1ated with the probability

ki

of .05 under the normal curve. .
¢ }
o P [ '
. -« . . . I'
. D P
.Y i *
N »
e _ \
’ oy - .
¢ 8(2 . “ .
-~ -( - - 70 - 7 “
) "\ ’ i, o . ( % ¢ ’ 1 . ’ -
o . “ 5 ° . .- G
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The jnterpretq{ion-gf a 95% confidence interval was that if 100

. samples of N=1§ were to have been selected randomly from a popu]ation of
1nfant projéct§, 95 of the intervals computed for_the 100 samples would
have contajned the average cost per child in the actua] populationr' Hence,
one can Ea fairly confident that in the populat1on from which the current‘k
sample - was drawn randomly, the actua] average cost per ‘child was contained
within the inferval bounded by $1,501. and §2,793. 1.

orfe Timitatiénﬂof the currént study was\of course that the sample

was not se]ected randomlx from the population of infant projects in Texas,

LN

and so one cannot conclude necessarily that-the above confidence interval

,applied to the population'of Texas projects. Nevert::;j%s, the,average
d

* cost per child observed in the current study still provi ed a useful estimate,

.and the extent to which the sample represented infant projects in.Texas -

- LY »

was the extent to which the sampled avera%%Jﬁag_appiiCable. Since the

'étudx included about 20% of the‘Tekas infant projects and ;amb]ed across a

wide range of sponsor agencies,“the'observed sample was considered Fair and

reasonably representatlve .
_Evidence of the va11d1ty of the current sample as an estimate of
average c¢ost per ch11d came from previous research and the National D1f— _

'® fusion Network (NDN) In the 1atter case, the median cost- for nine similar
projects approved by the doint bissemination eRevjer Pane'l,for national
dissehjnation was $1,995 per child. Previous research'conducted among
Trjp]e f Infant Consortihm‘projects found‘that fhe-median cost for nine
Tekasfbrojects was $2,124 per. child (Macy'Research Associates,.1978):

These median costs’ both compared favorably to the average and median costsSE%)

of $2, 147’and $2 272 per chi]d'observed in the current -study.
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One Qualification that shoild be made regarding the above\comparisons .

was that seven of the sixteen Erojects samoled in the currentvstudy were
included a]so in the previous Texas Consortium study. This created some
degree of over]ap or dependence between samples in the f1rst and- second
Consortium studies, and one would EXpe;t agreement, to some- extent between
the cost estimates, regardless of the valid1ty or invalidity df the current

& -

sample.

While previous cost figures indicated that personnel.tosts per child
observed in the current study were reasonab]e, the effect of f1sca] infla-
tion dur1ng the past several years called for adjustment of the previous *
figures. Information based on the U. S. Consumer Pr1ce Index indicated

the fol]owing annual rates of 1nf1a¢1on] during the recent years:

1976 © 7 5.2 ' P
1977 6.8%
1978 9.4%

1979  13.9%

Co 1980 14.0% (est.) . &

Adjustment for 1nf1at1on in the median annual cost per child observed in f

" the first Consortium study resu]ted in a median annual cost per child of*,’

"§g,858 for 1980. . : -~

-

t

The median'annual.cost per child from the sample of National Diffusion
Networkf(NDN) projects was 51{995_per child (Far weft Laboratory for Educa- -

. : ~
l‘ .

]As reported by ,the Bus1ness and Technology Department, Da11as Public
~Library, Dallas, Texas.

-

.
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tional Research and Development, 1979)." Adjustmént for inflation in the

, )
NDN sample was done indqvidua11y°b¥ project to allow for the variable rates

ALl L0000 I//////II///II/I/////////I///I////I/////I///I//////////////I//I//I/////I//I///////////I’/II//I/II//I////l/////’I/////II////I/II/II//
~
.

“ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION IN THE MEDIAN ANNUAL COST PER
CHILD...IN THE FIRST CONSORTIUM STUDY RESULTED IN A MEDIAN
ANNUAL COST PER CHILD OF $2,858 For '1980."

- &
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+ across different years. Inflation adjustments were ‘computed by compound-
ing the_reported cost per chi]d across the whole years from Joint D1ssehﬁ‘ -

nation Review Qane] (JDRP) approva]ithrough 1980. Tab]e 29 g1ves the ad-

(L L2777 7277 70% II/I/I/I//I//////I/I//I/III//////I/ //////I///I///I//IIII///I/I///I/II/II/IIIII//II/II///I/I/I/II/I/II/I/I/III////IIII/III/I//' L7
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"ADJUSTMEMT FOR INFLATION IN THE NDN SAMPLE WAS DONE -
INDIVIDUALLY- BY PROJECT...AND THE MEDIAN. ADJUSTED _COST PER
CHILD WAS $2,597 “ -

] . *

.
7/ /////III///III/////I/III/II//IIIIIIII////II///I/////////I//I//I/I/II//I//I/////II/III/III////IIIII///II///IIII/I//III////II/II//II//III/I//IIIII/I/II

Justed annual (12 month) cost per chi]d for each NDN prOJect, and the

Q

nedian adJusted cost per chi]d was $25597. L

o

‘ * .Table 30 compares 1nformation regarding estimates of the cost of ’
; early interventio:;:::/ohild and shows that personnel* oost’ggr_child ob-
served in the cur study,was, as expected; less than total cost per
o child (when adJusted for inf]ation) founJ in either the prev1ous Consortium
study or the NDN proJect samp@e. Nha]e personne] costs would have con-
~ stituted the vastlbo]k of costs; there would sti]] have been some addi-
. tional costs for fac1lities, equipment, and S0 forth. However .the d1f-

ference between estimates of personnel cost per ch11d seemed rather large = - o

‘lp.-

. andsprobably was due to a 1ag between iqprements in saiar1es (espec1a11y

s those in the human services) and inf]atton effecfs in the Consomer Price .

. <]
.
- . - . M >
a . . .
: \ . ot . .
N . , . Y)
N a é - .
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Table 29

q Cost pér. Child Adjusted for
) . ) Inflation for NDN. Projects

. /
o Date of - . ,

JDRP Reported Annual  Years Adjusted Annual

Home State = Approval Cost per Child Adjusted - Cost per Child

" Missouri 1-77 $1,975 . 1978-80  $2,806
_Wisconsin . 1075 81%' 1976-80 ., 1,310 -
Washington 9-75 2,100 . 1976-80 © 3,351
INinois 2-79 2,000 1979-80. 2,507
Texas' L 779+ 1,996 1079-80° 2,275
Utah’ 7-78 1,473 ~ 1978-80 2,092
y Oregon * 9-7° 2,36 1973-80 3,361 ‘
\ £ * . ) b ) . “
. ) B s [ ’ . f»@‘ ’ ¢
Q " %Extrapolated to 12 months. . S
. bDat:e at conctusion of period in which costs were calculated.
Date of JDR} approval was Mar\ch 1978: . Lot C,
) A. . . \. . * . .
'/‘- -
.y . -
» ' \ * ‘
* v 4
\ L
-~ ‘
P ,
"4 ,
* o .
S
._:‘. o .' . . g . ‘ ‘ . ) 74 . . ‘
' @ . : ¢ . ,t ) 86 i\‘
. | R
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Table 30
N , . . ‘4’ _—
T Comparison of Estimates of Median Annual .
s ’ ~ Cost per Child for Early Intervention « - ,
. v . . ) N ‘%t -
) Col - ~ Median Cost per Child
. - ‘ o : (12 months) .
. B Numbgr Median Date of Adjusted for.

. Sample |

Projects Cost Reporting® - - Original - ;;f Inflqtion
. National Diffusion Network N 7 NM-77 $1,995. - $2,597
First Texas Consortium Study T o9 2-78 82,124 $2,858
Current Study - 3 16 2-80 $2,012> - 7

~

! ‘\\

AN

<

In the case of NDN projectQ, the JDRP approval date was taken és the date of cost reportiﬁg. In the #

"= case of the Texas Consortium studiés,\ége middle of the fiscal year reported was taken as the medi-an
ts? . . ’ ’

date of cost reporting fpr all projec

bReported Eoét wﬁs‘fon peréonnelenly anq’didfho;-
. . ® '
\ P ’ , T

]

include facili

ties, equipment, or other related

costs.
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Index.” In other words 5 the'FEte of 1nf]at1on 1nkearly 1ntervent1on pro-
jects ‘was ]1kely th as great as in the rest of the nat1ona] economy, )
the inflat1on adjustment for cost per child may have beep excess1ve

The fdregoing discuss1on considered estimates of the cost of early,
intervention for b1rth through tw0vyear hand1capped ch11dren Another

question of frequent interest addressed the cosf*effect1veness among-

selected projects or project models. Although cost effectiveness is an

important issue, the design and limitations of the current sthdy did not
permit definitive comparisons among sampled projects.  For example, one

might review personnel costs per child reported in Table 28 and conclude .

.
N .
] . , .
(Ll L2007 27 2072 //II///////I/’II/I/III/////////I///II/////I///I/I//,/////////I///I///////I////II/II//II///I/I////I/II/I///II//I/II/I/I/I///I////’//I//, /4
“
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”ALTHoueH COST EFFECTIVENESS IS AQLIMPORTANT ISSUE, THE .
DESIGN AND LIMITATIONS OF THE CURRENT STUDY DID NOT PERMIT
DEFINITIVE COMPARE SONS AMONG SAMPLED ‘PROJECTS.”

.
-

. °
o 4
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that prOJect n1ne, with & cost per child of more. than $4 OOO, was the 5

least cost effect1ve, but mean1ngfp] ana]ys1s in terms of cost effective-
ness wou]d have requ1red‘fa1r1y prec1se measurement of the extent of ser-
vices prOV1ded and of the needs of the ch11dren seryed. Such measuremqu
was beyond the scope of the current study- . - R i : -
For example, consider that the IZ-mOnth cost per~ch11d for prOJect
nine exceeded $4, OOO and that the same costs for prOJect ten were 1ess
than $50. Th]S was a remarkab]e d1fference in costs and most.assuredly

S

ref}ected differences, at least in part, in the extent of services delivered
P,

L and ‘the severity and types of-hqnd1caps of §Q§ ch11dren. At least three dimen-

-sions could have impacted the extent of services. These were 1) the duration,

i
4




2) range, and 3) frequency of service Var1at1ons 1n ald th;ee d1men- :

sions would affect costs, any. any c6mparat1ve study of cost -effectivengss ., “

Lo

- - would need to account for such variatfbns g w0 O g U

. : Another factor re]evaht to cosz effect1veness woﬂ]d be agency salary

ﬁ';. C e L

.- schedules One wou]ﬂ*haVe to- -account for sa]aay differences across a11 ;

s\,

proatcts before,attempt1ng to evaiuate tﬁé cost effect1veness of indi-

’ vidua1 prOJects. For example, dhe-poss1b1e, albeit extremely un11ke1y,
explanation for the large d1fference in costs between projects n1ne and
ter ($4 058 and $32) could have been that the parent 1nst1tut1onssponsor1ng
project ni ne had a very hig} salary schedule and that the converse was

true for prOJect ten. _ v

LI

A f1na1 cons1derat1on must be var1at1on in the service delivery
* -models 1mp1emented by prOJeCts One intuitively believes that there are’
efficient and inefficiént ways of accomp]ish1§% the same task, and
presumab]y some models are 1nhereht1y more .cost effect1ve than others. The
variabi]it& in costg reportedtin Tab]es 27 and 28 suggests that there could

have been differences in cost effectiveness; but the_data'did not permit

definitive conc]us1ons regard1ng such 1ssues.

As*an examp]e of the difficu]ty in making cost comparisons, suppose
-that one attempted to compare project five to project eight (Table 28).
» Both proaects were’ sponsored by 1ndependent school d1stricts, and prOJect
. five used a combination model of service de]tvery in both the. home and pro-

Ject center, whereas proaect “eight de13vered service 1n on]y the home. .
N

. The costs per child for: prOJect eight ($434) were quite small when com-
pared to project five ($2,331), but a home-based model frequently may

appear more cost effective than a center-based model. In a home-based_:

L} ~

. » h
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mOde1 prOJect.staff may have only one contact per weef'per child, thereby -

) a]]owing the home-bésed staff to serve a much larger‘number of children.

- If the prOJects five and eight had been equated in terms of the duration,
range, and frequency of service, as well as on other relevant factors. such
as salary schedules and needs of children served costs per ch11d m1ght
have been more nearly equal, or perhaps inverted. ‘ o 'i
One additional significant factor in terms‘of cost effect1Veness and

mode] variations was the amount of contributed or volunteer serv1ce wh1ch

went into a model's service de11very These services would need to have

: been included in cost compar1sons even though they did not consume project

Research has shown that the amount of contributéd serv1ce can be

- significant in early 1ntervent1dn projects (Macy Research Assoc\ates, 1978, -

p. 44-47), and such data would be important when comparing cost effect1ve-t

The previous material dealt extensively with estimates of the cost
of ear]y.intervention:and with salient factors regarding cost effective- . v
A second %mportant question asked whatdwere the personnel resourtes
expended per child in early intervention projécts. In order to respond
to this question, personnel position and percent ot'time committed to the

birth through two population for all staff were summarized into the tetal

Table 31 reports these

—_ : « -

number of Full Time Persons (FTPs) per project.

The entr?es in Tab]e 31 show that prOJect one had ‘one FTP in admin-".

1strat1on, one FTP 1n teach1ng, one- tenth FTP in physical therapy, and

tI "1 .
.: -
'}» ']
~* .
) N
n
o
monies.
n%s;
ness.
data for each project.
2
‘8 SO fbrth.

.One FTP m1ght have been one person with IOQ% commi tment or

two persons with 50% commitment or any combination totaling to 100% commit-
. . . q =

®

~ s

N | | |
.78 "

91,




& > 9 +*
o Table dl T
l£u1_1 Time_Persons (FTPs) Committed to the @irtﬁ through Two Popllation® s .
) o ‘ﬁ” . . ~ .
' - .N’ K | T v-—: [ > ‘é a.
» 2 . .2 - .. . P 3 & 2
(8] [ s o Q K~ t Q [ [N o 8 emn T d - | f— f -
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T 1.0 , 1.0 .10 . +1.33 .93 T .33 .33 . .06 ,5.08 1.43:
2 0 7.5 1.0 . 2.0 .50 5.0 2.0 S 210 513,50 ¢
3 .20 4.0 1.0 1.0 .75 .30 * .67 7.92 5.0 G
& 4 +5.0 14.9‘ 2.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 2.75 . .50 1.0 §A.O 36.25 19.0"( T,
5 .20 | 6:0 ’ i .90 6.0 13.10 2.0 . oo
6 50 3.0 .25 . .50 .50 . 3.0 : J9  7.94 6.25
7 _ 1.0 .15+ .07 .05 .. A0 .01, .05 -0 1.7 .27
8 . 1.0 3.0 .30 .o o 1.0 2.0 1.0 8.40 5.4$
S 9 1.0 2.0 1.0. . 1.0 1.0 ~ " 6.00 3.0
10 6 24 .25 ST L3 : .06 - .06 .70 .55
11 : 4.0 -6 -.16 - 70 60 o . - . ..5.62--4.32_
2. 1.0 30 - - . T 1.0 . 5.00 .3.00
13- J .50 .50 - g 2.0 - 10 3.80_3.70
14 .40 J5 .75 .78 .50 - .10 . - 3.25 2.25 ‘
. 15 1.0 F 1.5 .65. 1.0 . . .50 05 .5.40 4.35 S
16 1.0 4.0 . v | e ~ 5.00 4.00 j‘
. N - ’_ .
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3Table shows that project two had 7 1/2 teachers and 172 time nurse (among others) committed to the
“birth-two populatjon. = - ’ L . : S 4 s . - 0
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ment. Computation of consultant FTPs was less direct since projects're-

ported only total dollars expended on consultant fees. Total fees were .

.
-
-
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”ON THE AVERAGEJ THERE WERE 17 FULL TIME STAFF PERSONS
PER CHILDOOI . to \ . ] Q

&

-

. .o )
divided by a se]ected gross month]y sa]ary to obtain the consu]tant
®

months purchased Th1s in turn was" d1v1ded by the number of months

,
. / _ 1,
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of seryice prov1ded by the\Lroaect in order to yield the‘percent .of °
comm1tment, wh1ch was expressed in terms of FTPs a. . .

- . A ‘
- Total FTP represented the sum tota] of all pérsons comm1tted full- -+ °?

-

Lt1me-to the b1rth througﬁ't"o PoRU laf“bn wrth1n a g1ven prOJect Nh11e
this f1gure prov1ded a measure of” comm1tted resources, it also represented

all persomel including- secretar1es, p?EJect d1rectors, bus dr1vers *and-
so forth. A more direct measure of committed resour{}s was needed to
reflect more difect service to children. Thus a d1rected FTP was com-
dﬂiputsd to 1nc1y225on1y those personnel thought most d1rect1y=1nvo]ved in
service provision. These personnel were the teacher, speech therap1st,
physjcal therapist (PT), occupat1ona1 therap1st (OT), and a1de Table 31
pﬁg;ints both the total FTP and the total directed FIP for each prbject[
and, as expected, there was a wide range across projects ‘in terms of total
and total directed FTP. v .
On the average, there were .17 full time 'staff persons per child and.
124 d1rected fu]] time persons, (teacher, speech therapist, physical and -
occupat1onaﬂ therapist, and a:ge) per child in sampled projects. However,
1

these data ;;re not particulafly re1evant unléss translated into hours
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of time per child, and Table 32 reports hours of time per child as well.,

~

@

,Ihese‘computatjons wene based on an 6-hour day and a 30-hour week *
\l“ > ! N

. e - .
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, " . ON THE AVERAGE, CHILDREN IN EARLY INTERVENTION PRO-
JECTS RECEIVED 4:99 HOURS OF COMMITMENT FROM ALL PROJECT
PERSONS PER WEEK ,OR 1.00 Per DAY."

(AL LLALL Ll I PP P07 0000 //I/I///III/I//////II/I///I//III/I//II//I/II/I//////II//I/I//////I///I////I///I/II//II/II/I/I/I/I[/4 LSS

. . : 4
(note that the 1ength of the work day in 1nd1v1dua1 projects was -unknown;

some proJectSﬂnay have been on a schedule other than the six-hour day)
Insoeet1on of Tab]e 32 shows that on the average, children in ea ly .
. interyvention projects reoe§yed 4.99 hour;bof commitment from all project
"persons per week or 1 00 hours per day. In terms of d1recté&~fu11 time
persons, children received an average of 3.72 hours of commitment per

week or .74 hours per day. Upper and‘lower bounds for 95% conf1dence

intervals-for the avevage of 4.99 hours were 6.69 and 3.29; similar \

bounds for the average %f 3,72 hours were 5.28 and 2.16. ‘\\\
One caut1on regard1ng Tab]e 31 is that the data could not be taken

_as a veny re11ab1e measure of the range of serv1ces provided by und1v1dua1

'\ proJects ,Inspect1on of thé Appraisal column in Table 31 shows that only

8

.
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"IN TERMS ‘OF DIRECTED FULL TIME PERSONS...(TEACHER,
SPEECH THERAPIST, PHYSICAL AND, OCCUPAT IONAL THERAPIST, AND
AIDE)..CHILDREN RECEIVED ‘AN AVERAGE OF 3.72 HOURS OF COMMIT-
MENT PER WEEK 6R .74 HOURS PER eAY." S
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four proaects had FTP entries, but this did not 14:Ecate necessarily

the abSence of‘the appra1sa] funct1on in the remaining projects. .The
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Table 32

Personnel Resources Expended,Per Child

o

~ — Per Child® ' Per Child?
_ Average Average Directed Average , Average
. "N A1l Full Haurs Hours  Full Time Hours Hours
Agency - ' Seryed Time Persons per per Persons  per per ~
Type Project (79-80) per Child Day Week  Per Child Day __ . Week - -—~
1 V1 § .66 3.3 o032 A9 1.0
MHMR 2 130 - .16 .96 4.8 104 .62 '3,
3 36 .22 1.32 6.6 .139 .83 4.2
4 284 13 .78 3.9 .067 .40 2.0
¥ . ’
.5 85 .15 .90 4.5 L1481 ¢85 4.2
6 35 - .23 1.38 6.9 479 . 1.07 5.4
ISD 7 13 .13 .78 3.9 ..098 . :59. 2.9
~ 8 202 .04 24 - 1.2 ©.027 .16 .8
?9 22 .27 « 1.62 8.1 136 . ‘.82 4.1
10 390 , .00 - .01 N .001 .01 0
( 1. 29 . .18 1.08 5.4 o149 89 4.5
-12 115 .04 Tol24 1.2 ‘e .026 .16 .8 -
PNP ) 13 - 9 .42 2.52 12.6 A1 . 2.47 12.3
/gj 14 180 02 12 6 .012 .07 4 -
A 15 23" .23 1.38 6.9 .189 1.13 5.7 M
16 15 .33 1.98 9.9 .267 1.60 8.0 -
Average a7 1.00 4.99 124 .74, 3.72
Standard dev. . ~12 . .69 3.46 o107 .64 3.19

©

aComputai;ions based on 6-hour day and 5-day week.

b 002 when rounded to three-places.
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redson for this was that frequently other personnel assumed an appraisal
functianxin”addition to other duties. Mixed funttions were not uncommon

among proisct staff, and hence, the listing of positions was not a gdod

L

measure of service range. _ R
) The fdregoing results gpoké fo estimates of the ,cost of early interven--
tion, but a much broader dimension was the cost And benefits realized within
the comprehén;ivé picture of sﬁecia& services for‘HandiEapped children and
adults. Followup results, discu;sed in the previous section df this report,
show that the small pergent (4%) of early intervention graduates served ih

a residential institution was 3ess than might have been expected. A large
percent of children located (77%).were attending a public school. The

data further suggest that less than one-half (42%) of ear]y intef!entjqn
éraduates wiJi‘bé served in .a self-contained special class in schoél-

These resu]té and other: research demonstrating the effectiveness of
early intervention‘stronbly ;uggestlthat the initial cost of such inter-
yentiqumay be recoveréd, at least ih'pért, %ver the long term through
rgducgd costs for special éervice§ pfovided-]atér iﬁ a child's life. That
is, without early intervention for handigaé%ed infants and toddlers, costs
of special service provided later mayxﬂé muéh.higher. Garland, Stone,

Swanson, and Woodruff (in press) reviewed existing research on the effective-

»
s £
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THESE RESULTS 'AND thER RESEARCH DEMONSTRATING THE
EFFECTIVENESS OF EARLY INTERVENTION STRONGLY SUGGEST THAT THE
INITIAL COST OF SUCH INTERVENTION MAY BE RECOVERED, AT LEAST

- IN PART, OVER THE LONG TERM THROUGH REDUCED COSTS FOR SPECIAL

,SERVICES PROVIDED LATER IN A CHILD'S LIFE.”
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ness of early intervention‘and concluded that children exbenienced more

efficient and successful use of sbec%a] services after having received

- -——-early-intervention— ,
‘ \\ Further support for the conc]usion that 1ong range savings result
| ‘from early in}ervention also comes from research done with disadvantaged
children. Weber, Foster, and Weikart (1978) conducted an economic analysis
of®a preschoo] program and found that.a substant%a] poniion of the cost

of preschoo1 intervention for disadvantaged children was recovered by a . .

later reduct1on in the need for more costly 1ntervent1on Lazar and Dar-

»

~—

]1ngton (1978) studied data from eleven 1ong1tud1na1 studies of low- 1ncome
ch11dren and concluded that ear1y 1ntervent1on for these children reduced

" the number of children enrolled in special education and the number retained
in grade and improved academic achievement. Additionally, Braddock (1976)
conc]uded that spec1a1 education was cost effective in the long term.

. A basic assumpt1on is that special services for more severely hand1-
capped children a‘re more cost]y and that service de11very in a res1dent1a1
institution is the most cost]y means of providing special se?v1ces. .Brewer
and Kamalik (1979, pp. 386-87) indicated thac'the cost of special services :
for a child with severe 1mpa1rment was about double that for a m11d1y

_handicapped ‘child. In terms of residential placement, weber, Foster, and

Weikart (1978, p. 46) found that the cost was at least twice that of a ,

4
Al -

self-contained special class in a public school.
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"THE COST ESTIMATES FOR EARLY INTERVENTION...ARE BEST
INTERPRETED IN LIGHT OF. POTENTIAL SAVINGS...FOLLOWUP RESULTS °
INDICATED THAT THESE LONG-TERM SAVINGS MAY BE SUBSTANTIAL.” :
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_ The cost estimates for early intervention for handfcapped infants
‘reported in the current study are best interpretgd in light of potential
" savings frop féduced costs of special’services p?ovided in the long term.
While the scope of the current study precTuded estimation of these savings,
’

followup resu]ts regadeng p]ace of service (e.g., residential compared

to public school) and type of service placement (e.g., self-contained

'compéred to resource room) indicated that these long-term savings may be

subs@antia1.
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Summary and Conclusions

¢

‘_ The Triple T Infant Consortium was farmed in 1976 to increase aware-
ness about the importance.of'early intervention and to develop .future *

directives for.programming handicapped infants in Texas. The Trip]e T

" . Consortium Fo]]owup Study described in this fina] report was the seccnd

research effort undertaken by the Consortium and sought to provide inﬁor-
mation which cou]d be useful for\policy formation in the area of spec1a1
service for handicapped infants and toddlers.

The primary focus of the followup study was the service placement
of .infants and toddlers ‘after graduation 6r3e§it from an early interven-
tion program. A secondary.focds was on the cdst%of early intervention

for handicapped infants and tbdd]ers . Early intervention projects invited -

to participate in the study were those represented by the Triple T Con-

-sortium membership.. A total of 16 of.19 prOJects contacted agreed to

participate. The sample represented proaects sponsored by local mental

LAY

health/mental retardation centers, ]oca] independent schoo] districts,

and private.and nonprofit centers. The tota] prOJect sample represented

about 20% of all early intervention projects in Texas as of ngust 1980.
Data collection relied on the cooperation and assistance ot personnel

in participating projects. Consequently; the study attempted to collect

data of high researcn va]ue and of reasonable accessibility, o) as‘npt

to impose an unreasonab]e reporting task on partic1pants ‘Data collec-

A

tion included two s1ngie page survey forms. The first solicited descrip-

i

-tive cost information abput the partic1patin§ project, and the second was

a child followup study sheet to- be completed for each child for whom fo]~

F . R S

1owup was attempted.

4
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A

_ school district) projects had been out of a project lonber tha

] Criteria for selecting children for followup were that children
must have reEeived at least six éonths of bontinUoos service in the pro-
ject, and children must have been three years or older as of ,September
1980 No cr1ter1a ;ere defined for proJect graduat1on and graduation -
was assumed to have been equivalent to exit from a pro'ecth

A total of 1,204 children met the criteria for fo 1ohup,.and per-

sonnel attempted to locate 1,044 (87%) of these early intervention'gra-

uatesr Resu]ts of the followup found that projects_were able to 1ocate'

78% of those attempted 8% had movedw 2% were deceased, and the where-

abouts of 12% were unknown. These results were remarkably cons1stent
across the types of agercies . sponsor1ng early 1ntervent1on projects.

The overall success rate for finding ch11dren after graduat1on from a

*

project was 81% of the tota] attempted " (Success rate was defined as the‘~

- L3
percenf located (78%) plus the percent deceased (2%2). The discrepancy
between 80% ‘and 81% was due to round1ng error. Unrounded p2rcents were
78.4 and2.2.) P -

Comparison of project exit dates to the date of fo]iowup found that

”,

followup was conducted within a few years after project exit. _For more

than three-fourths of .the graduates, fo]]owup ‘took place within three

years after leaving the project. Ch11dren followed by ¥SD (1nde ndent
7/9:ose

followed by MHMR (menta] health/mental retardat1on) proJects/Or PP

o

(pr1vate or nonprofit) projects,
1ot
Of the 819 children located by the followup, 55% were male, 51%

were of Anglo ethnicity, 20% were Black, and 28% were Hispanic. Menta]r

Y
1]
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‘retardation, 1angdage delay, developmental de]g;, and‘orthopedic impair-
ment accouﬁted for three-fourths of all primary handicap;T _The number

‘ ‘of children with multiple handicaps was 64% of all children located. The

"f-percent of 'multiply handicapped chi]drEd from MHMR, ISD, and PNP projects
_was 85%, 53%, and 47%, respective]y.' There was no_cohciusive exb]anation‘
for the s1gn1f1cant difference among types of sponsor agencies in terms
of the reported frequency of mu1t1p1y hand1cappeq chiTdren among those
c@;]dren located by the followup. Additionally, MHMR projects reported
significantly fewer ch11dren, at the time of project exit, without any
“functional impairment in the rated deve]opmenta] areas. The reported
functional impairment in located children was at the moderate or severe
level for about 40%~of the children in most de?%]opmenta] areas, except
in language where about gO% were reported at the moderate or severe level

]

at the time of exit from sampled projetts. ‘ )

One signi¥icant feature of the study was that the 819 ch1;dren lodated
by the followup were probably representative of the total popu]ation eligible

for followup. The number located represented more than two-thirds of the
number e]igib]e:‘and there were no knowsl reasons for believing that the
remaining children who were not located differed suBstantia]ﬁy from those
]ocated. Hence, conclusions based on the children located were considered .
to'have been-applicable to all graduates from the sampled early interven-
tf_on projects. | | p
One major f1nd1ng of the study was that 77% of the early intervention

graduates . fo]]owed were attend1ng a public schoo] A 99%‘conf1dence in-

“terval fixed about’ the observed value of 77% ranged from 73% to 81%, and

" even in spite of sampling restrictions, the study provided a valdable

*




estimate of the percent of children who enter a public (or parochial)
school program after an early 1ntenvent1on program

Fo]]owup results further found that on]y 4% of the early 1ntervent1on
graduates located were in a res1dent1a1 1nSt1tut1on Th1s was seen as
especially s1gnrf1cant in 11ght of the relatively h1gh percent (about
20%) of children rated as hav1ng been severely impaired at time of exit
trom an intervention project. The small percent of graduates institution-
alized was attributed to several factors, including the effectiveness of
early intervent{on projects as well as Public Law 94-142, which mandated

-

free, appropriate public education for all handicapped ehi]dren.

Another finding with significant implications for plannifig and develop-

ment of early intervention projects was that there was essentially no -
relationship of consequence bétween place of service (that is, public

A . . . .
school, normal day care center, spec1a1wserv1ce center,.res1dent1a1

institution, or other) and type of agency (MHMR, ISD, and PNP) which sponsored
the intervention project. There was also no relationship between p]ace

of -service and primary&handicap of the child. In-other words, the data
1nd1cated that one could expect an ear]y 1ntervent1on graduate to have the
same opportun1ty of receiving special service 1n a public schoo] or non-
school sett1ng regard]ess of the type of agency that sponsored the ch1]d S .

intervention project or the ch1]d S primary hand1capp1ng condition.

Results regarding the type of servicevplacement,within a public schoo!l
setting weré not conclusive because a farge percent (59%) of children
located were attending an eariy chinhood special epucation class and had
little or no opportun1ty for a wider range 6f serv1ce placement options.

Lt was beyond the sc0pe of the current study to determ1ne future p]ace-

. -
«
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. ments of children, but estimated percents based on reported data sdg-

gested that at least 42% of early intervention graduates would expe-

rience self-contained placement in a public school. It was(gstimated

¥ that at least 29% would experience a regu]ar school jprogram totally. '
There was some re]ationship observed between'type of agency sponsor-

t

' ing an early intervention prOJect and type of service p]acement but this

“was apparently due to age d1fference§ among ch11dren 1ocated by prOJects

,and 1ikely did not reflect any systematic pattern in the overall servicé
delivery system. As expected primary hand]cap of followed children was
related to service placement, but the strength of the relationship was
aurprising]y limited. . It was thought that this was. due to the7iarge num-
ber of children ¥ith a handicap denoted as developmental deldy and the
1arge number of children in ear]y ch11dhood special c]asses Neither
of these categor1es was well defined, in terms of the under1y1ng concept,
and differences among eh11dren were likely obscured.

Ratings of functfona] impairment at the time of exit from'a project
confirmed the expectat1on that more severe]y hand1capped ch11dren wou]d
have been served 1n service locations prov1d1ng more comprehensive services
and more restrictive serv1ce p]acement§. Children served in restdentqal '
anstitutions had the highest overall average rating, and children’ served
totally in the regular program of a public school had.the 1owest‘overa11
average rating o} impairment for the five areas of deve]opment. . '

Followup resuylts_in terms of place of service found also that 8% of
located children were receiving no special services. 'Rresumably, a certain

number of children experienced successful remediation during intervention

- and were no longer in need of services. Ratings of functional impairment

3 . 4
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+ at the time of project exit showed that about 9% of the children located

¢had no impairment, and this suggested that, on the whole, special services
™ ! . .

_were'providedvfor those children in need of such services after graduation
L4 .

from. ‘an ear]y intervention project.

Cost information collected in the study dealt only with the immediate

-1979-80 costs experienced by the sampled early intervention projects, and

cost data did not pertain to any of the programs serving children located |

by the followup. The cost information §tudied was in terms of salaries
and consu]tant fFes, and did not include costs for facilities,, equ1pment,

and so forth.

. The average personnel cost per(child.per year (12-months) was
$2,147, and the median cost was $2,272 per child. These f1gure;>compared
favorably to estimates of cost obtained from the previous- Trip]e T Con-
sortium study. ($2,124 per ch11q) and from early jnterventjon projects
in the National Diffusion;yetwerk ($1,§95 per child}. However, adjust-
ment for inflation in the latter figures increased the estimate to $2,858
ahdj$2,597 per ch{[d per year, respectively.

~ Personnel costs would have made up the-bulk of cost pen ghi]d,'but

the differences between the median .personnel cost per child ($2,272) ob-

) served in the current study and between total costs adJusted for inflation

{$2,858 and $2,597) were larger than expected. It was thought.that the

a
inflation, rate in early intervention projects, especially .as reflected in

salary increases, was less than that indicated by the U. S. Consumer Price

Index, and therefore inflation adjustments in cost per child may have -
been excessive. '

1
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t finding revealed in the cost data was the extreme

cost per child among the projects'- Total personnef cost per

*

r ranged from $32 per child to $4 058 per child and reflected

~_cost effectiveness among alternative project models or intervention stfat-

' lection constraints made it impossfble to make comparisons of cost effec-
tiveness among individuaf/projects. Such comparisons would need to ﬁave.
adjusted project cost figures for several factors, including sa]ary-
schedu]es, severity of handitaps served, and services prouided.

‘ Analysis of personnel nesources expended per child also found wide
variability among sampled projects. On the average, there were .17 fuﬁi
time project staff committed .per child per week. This measure encoﬁ%gssed
all staff, 1nc]ud1ng bus drivers, project directors, teaching staff,
secretaries, and so forth. When resources were-restricted to just those:

. personnel most directly involved fn providing,serviees to handicapped ‘
children, the average staff commitment was .124 persons per child. Th1s
latter resource group included on]y teachers, a1des,\and speech, phys1ca1

3

and occupational therapists. oo

v 4

Translation of the above average-personnel commitments into a 30-
-hour week found that on_the overa]] average, ch11dren received about five
' hours of commitment ‘from all staff per week or about one hour per day.

In terms of personne] most d1rect]y 1nvo]ved in servicé prov1s1on, chil-w

o

v

dren’received an overall average of less tEgn four hours per week

or about three-quarters:of an hour per day.

egies. In the current study, design and limitations imposed"by'data col- .

«




Followup results and other research demonstrating the effectiveness
of early 1ntervent1on for hand1capped 1nfants and toddlers suggested that
the 1n1t1a1 cost of intervention may be recovered, at ]east 1n part, over
the Tong term through reduced costs for special services prov1ded later.

-

--0ther research reported]y showed that hand1capped ch11dren exper1enced .
more efficient and successful use gf spec1a1 serv1ces after-having received

early 1ntervent1on While the scope of the current study prec]uded est1ma-

tion of these Tong-term savings, followup resu]ts regarding place of service
and type of serv1ce'p1acement after graduation from edrly 1ntervent1on

indicated that these savings may be substantial.

‘.
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Tos TriplecT' Stydy*Participant ° O . -

Re: Early Intervention cost analysis directions’ T

From: ' Corsortium Task Force on Reseaﬁci'Data

Qa "l"‘ ° \“

Dear Colleague, ) ‘F’
The Triple T Consortium is undertaking a secand research
study in order possibly to obtain further support for early
intervention for the handicapped. Our objective is to complete
th1s study in time to provide input to the Texas Legislature
prior to January, 1981, -when it reconvenes. .
The enclosed Cost Analys1s Form is designed to collect
consistent information ‘about the cosg of early intervention
from a variety of service delivery settings. The information
prov1ded should permit computation of a fairly good estlmate
of the cost per handlcapped child (0-2 years) per year and
determlnatlon of the average cost currently experienced in Texas.
When completing the Cost Analys1s Form, enter the most
dccurate data you can. However, it is not necessary to be

extremély precise, and very good approxrmatlons will be .
sufficient.

112
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3 Cost Analysis Form }
Triple T Consortium Study

Name of Agency/District . - - Date

Hov many children/adul:s were gerxved in your agency/district during 1979-80?

. AGE .
birth thru 2 years -3 thru 22 years® 23 years apnd older
Normal (1if any) - .

»

Handicapped ’ *
For how many months out of the year are services available in yout agenc§/dis:r1c:?

. .
birth thru 2 years 3 thru 22 years 23 years and older
’
Normal (if any)

Handichpped . ¥ 4

—

What was the total 1979-80 annual budget for your agercy/district?

Normal (1if any) $ - (across all ages)
Bandicapped $ (across all ages) ¢ ‘

What was the total number of full-time staff employed by your agency/district in 1979-80?

Professional ) . N N
Paraprofessional

Secretarial/clerical

Custodm%;upport - o R

How many of the above professional and paraprofessional staff were assigned tull-time to
programs for the handicapped (regardless of age) in 1979-30?

rrofessional .

Paraprofessional '

.

- - Dimgct Personnel Costs (197?—80)
The following pertains only to those staff who deliver servj,cé directly to handicapped children
age birth thru two years. Please list each staff by position and coiplete the monthly salary *
and percent of time devoted to birth thru two children. These staff should iaclude teachers,

aides, counselors, appraisal people, therapists, and so forth. .~ y

. s
) Positiom > Gross Monthly Salary Percent TiL

(0-2 years)

Consurtant Fees (total for'all handicapped children biftth thru 2 Years) §

—_———
P

A

Q
ERIC
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Tos Triple T Study Participant

Re: Directions for Followup study of early intervention graduates

From: Consortium Task Force on Research Data

Dear Colleague,

The Triple T Comsortium is undertaking a second research
study in order possibly to obtain further support for early
intervention for the handicapped. Our objective is to complete
this study in time to provide input to the Texas Legislature
pridr to January, 1981, when it reconvenes.

The enclosed Child Followup Study Sheets are designed to
collect consistent followup information about those children
who received early intervention but have now graduated on to
other programs or settings.

-

‘

. Please complete one study sheet for each child who was
1n your project and who meets the following criteria:

l. Received at least six months of continuous inter-

vention at some time during his or her enrollment
in your pro ject.

Will be.three years or older as of September 1,
1980 and therefore will be too old to be eligible
for a birth through two program or setting.
' Since followup study is usually rather difficult to
Complete, the above criteria strives to give you considerable
‘latitude, Essentially, for followup you can select any child-""
ren served (assuming sgg-months continuous service) at ény time
during your -project history amd who will be too old for service

(assuming birth thru two Sept. 1 cutoff) as of Septemger 1,
1980. . - )

,\ The first step is to identify those children who meet
the selection criteria. This will likel} be a fairly large
number of children. . ’ .
’ .
The getond step is to find, as ‘best you can, the currént
whereabouts of these children and to identify the services -
currently being provided. Presumably the number of cBildren .~

locatgd for complete followup will be less (and perhap@"huch ek
less)' than. those identified in step one. .
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, The third step is to complete a Chilg Followup Study
Sheet for each child you located in step one. Note that the
followup sheet allows for followup information ranging from
unknown to complete placement description.’ Therefore, you

.,Wwill beé able to complete a followup sheet for each child,

but the extent of completeness will vary considerably across
different, children,

. Also note th;%‘all followup data are anonymous and you
are to assign each child a unique case number, beginning
,Wwith one and running up as high as needed. This case number
should be entered on the Child Followup Study Sheet.

Note: If your project serves children age three and older,
followup will be easier, since many may still be in your pro-
ject. If so, treat your project as the followup placement

for those children who "graduated" from the birth thru two
service component. -

L =

Ay
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- ¢ =
s Case Number - ChiTd Followup Study Sheet Agency/District e ‘e__‘“__ .
. - Triple T Consortiuvm Study -
+ v
Date’ of exit from your project _____/ . Followup Status (circle one) . »
. ' : nt Year ) . - N
, v 1 . Unknown 2 Moved out of area 3 Beceased - 4 Located
- » lod v .
Y - o If located (number 4 i’circled) complete remairider of page,
- : - , otherwise stop. * R
> ~ 7 c
Current or Last Known Placement and Service'(as of _ __ _A.___. ) - ' )
- : month year i )
’ Place of Residence: 1 Home with natural parents or Place of Srvice: 1 public/parochial school . If public/parochial school. .
extended family - 2 .normal day care center indicate type of service placement-
* 2 foster home 3 “Special service community center
- 3 residential institution . 4 residential institution " 1 regular school 4 self contained
, . 5 none-receiving no service program (exclu- 5 early childhood
) , . . ' sively) ; special class
. . "y . 2 speech only 6 other
TNy 3 resource room )
. r~p™ TE s ' <
. - 4 RN
. Subject Description: M__ F  Anglo Black _Hispanic__Other Fas
Sex Race oo, .
— &V"y -
S ' Handicap_(as_last determined during your projedt service period) '
—— - —_— . . ‘
MR Lang. Develop- - Ortho- - Other Hearing Visually (1] Autistic Other
Delay mental pedic —  Health Impaired Hand.
) Delay K4 _ lmpaired )
v Primary (circle one) P 3 - 8 5 6 7 / ‘8 9 10
Other(s) (circle as needed) 1 2 - S 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
How would you rate the level of functional impairment 1n each of _the following areas in this child at the time of exit from your project or age three
. as of September 1, 1980, if you <erve an older population? * , —= .
i Ho Mildly . Moderately Severely , .
§ Area lnpay rment Impaired Impaired Impaired ’ ’ . .
3 N N motor 1 4 3 4 .
2 N - self-care A 2 - 3. 4 .
N . — —— —-socinHzation - -} 2 — - g . 4 . .
cognition 1 2 4
language -1 ? 3 4 - - ’
- N .
K )
r o ‘ )
T \ . N 1
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Followup Summary Sheet
Triple T Consortium Study

—

Néme of Agency/District

'%ﬁéme of Project

. / . s
How many children met: the selection criteria (from step one)?

0f the abovs number of chf]dren, how many. did you attempt-fnggllowup?

If the number followed is less than the number who met the Selection
‘criteria, what basis did you use to choose the ones for whom fol Towup
was attempted? .

[

GaN

.

When did your projecf.begin service delivery to ‘the birth thru two
handicappeg population? )

~ Month Year -




14 ' ) )
Table 32 ' : -
v - .
Personnel Resources Expended,Per Child
- S Per Child® " : " Per Child®
_ Average Average Directed Average AVerage
. "N A1l Full Haurs Hours Full Time Hours Hours
» Agency - “ Served Time Persons per per Persons  per per _
. Type Project (79-80) per Child Day Week . 'Per Chi]d_ Day . -Week /1“"1'
1 45 . m .66 3.3 0329 1.0
MHMR 2 130 - .16 . .96 4.8 104 .62 3.11
3 36 .22 1.32 6.6 .139 .83 4.2
4 284 .13 .78 - 3.9 .067 .40 2.0
L . ’ ‘
"5 85 .15 90 4.5 141 - .85 4.2
6 35 .23 1.38 6.9 79 . 1,07 5.4
- ISD 7 13 13 78 3.9 ..098 . .59, 2.9
~ 8 202 .04 24 1.2 T .027 .16 .8
"9 22 27 1.62 8.1 3% . .82 4.1 .
10 390 .00° 0 001 .01 R
( 11 29 .18 1.08 5.4 ' 149 .89 4.5
12 115 .04 .24 1.2 e .026 .16 .8
PNP 13 9 .42 2.52 12.6 A1 . 2.47 12.3
/igr 14 180 .02 12 .6 .012 .07 4 .
few 15 23 .23 1.38 6.9 ©.189 1.13 5.7 j%
16 15 .33 1.98 9.9 .267 1.60 8.0 %
Average a7 1.00 4.99 a2 .7a 3.72
Standard dev. . ~.12 . .69 3.46 .07 .64 3.19
- %computations based on 6-hour day and 5-day week.
- b.002 when rounded to three-places. ‘ ' .




